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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
The American education system has been evolving since the early days 
of our nation. The system has matured on Its own momentum with little 
outside interference until relatively recently. Although the states have 
the legal responsibility to provide public education, much discretionary 
authority has been granted to the local school district. 
The implication of civil rights decisions and ensuing legislation 
beginning In 1954 (Brown vs. the Board of Education), and Sputnik, in 
1957, became major turning points for increased educational activity and 
the need to try to educate children better in mof. Ideal social situa­
tions. Not only did states get more actively Involved with programs and 
money, but the federal government, traditionally not a viable force in 
education, began passing legislation and handing down court decisions 
with strong mandates for schools. 
Schools which had previously been quietly functioning without out­
side intervention were bombarded from many directions. Administrators 
have since found themselves in an ever-changing role that seems not to 
take away previous responsibilities but, instead, tends to add and com­
pound the duties that need to be accomplished. 
One of the most farreaching items of federal legislation is The Educa­
tion for All Handicapped Act of 1975 (Public Law 94-142, 111). All schools 
in the nation are affected by the requirements of the law pertaining to 
the handicapped. While the law is very complex, the present study deals 
with only one segment that has a direct effect on school administrators. 
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This requirement of the law Is that each child In special education will 
have an Individualized education plan (lEP) which must be developed and 
written in a meeting which includes the teacher, parents .r guardians, 
perhaps the child, and a person representing the local schools. 
Since the enactment of P.L. 94-142, schools have been actively in­
volved in implementation. General ccmnent has indicated that the law has 
created quantities of extra work for school administrators. The one item 
in the law requiring lEPs Is the source of widespread anxiety and concern. 
The ensuing study Is a response to an awareness of these comments and 
concerns. 
Statement of the Problem 
It has been a little more than five years since Public Law 94-142, 
The Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975, became law. Many changes 
have taken place during that time concerning the education of handicapped 
children. The development of an individual education plan (lEP) for all 
handicapped children is one of the most Important aspects of the act 
which affects school administrators. It is important that a study be 
conducted to ascertain the Impact upon the role of the administrator in the 
development of the lEP. These new demands may affect the entire role ex­
pectations for such an administrator. 
The law explains the lEP as a written statement outlining the educa­
tional program for each handicapped child that is developed in a meeting 
which Includes the teacher, parents or guardians, possibly the child 
and "a representative of the local education agency" (LEA). Weintraub, 
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Abeson, Ballard and LaVon (118) identify the representative of the local 
education agency as the building principal. Thus, it seems appropriate 
to Investigate, analyze and assess the role of Iowa elementary princi­
pals in the development and administration of individualized education 
plans in compliance with Public Law 94-142. Government guidelines and 
the exposition of a number of relevant writers identify specific responsi­
bilities that such a principal should meet. 
It is the intent of this study to see if Iowa elementary principals 
perceive and are meeting their responsibilities in a similar manner and 
to assess the impact of these new demands relative to the elementary 
principal's role expectations, past and present Further, the study en­
compasses the thinking of elementary teachers in regard to how the ele­
mentary principal appears to be accomplishing these duties, also past 
and present. 
Purpose of the Study 
Building principals should assume an Important role in the develop­
ment of the lEPs as principals are explicitly mentioned by Weintraub, 
Abeson, Ballard and LaVon (118) in several references, and principals 
are probably implicated when the word administration or administrator is 
used. To assess these expectations one must logically consider the per­
ceptions of principals in relationship to the implementation of the 
lEPs and the larger scope of P.L. 94-142. Rather specific responsibil-
ties have been itemized by Weintraub (117), Edgar (cited in Harlng, 42), 
Torres (108, 109), Strickland, Turnbull and Brantly (103), Barbacovl and 
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Clelland (6), Ballard, Nazzero and Welntraub (5), and Dougherty (25, 26). 
These were the bases for the concerns about which elementary princi­
pals were queried In an attempt to discern their place in the princi­
pal's administrative duties. How have these relatively new responsibil­
ities changed or added to the role of the elementary principal? 
The purpose of the present study was to consider the development and 
administration of the lEP and the role of a representative sample of ele­
mentary principals in Iowa in relationship to perceived roles before and 
after the implementation of P.L. 94-142. 
Objectives of the Study 
The objectives of this study were to elaborate on the stated purpose 
through attempting to ascertain the following: 
1. What is the current role of the elementary principal in the 
development of lEPs? 
2. What is the elementary principal's perception of his/her role 
in the development of lEPs and the worthiness of the process? 
3. What is the staff's perception of the elementary principal's 
role in the development of lEPs and the worthiness of the 
process? 
4. What demographic and personal factors appear to be related to 
the elementary principal's perception of his/her role? 
5. What other administrative functions suffer because of the ele­
mentary principal's role in the lEP process? 
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Hypotheses to be Tested 
The hypotheses for the study were: 
Ho; There Is no difference In the perception of the role of the 
elementary principal in regard to lEP development when consid­
ering the perceptions of elementary principals and their staffs. 
Ho: The elementary principals' perceptions of their role in lEPs 
is independent of the following factors: 
a) Years of experience 
b) Age 
c) Sex 
d) Educational level 
e) Educational background In special education through college 
credits 
f) Educational background In special education through work­
shops and/or inservice experiences 
g) Association with exceptional individuals. 
Ho: There is no difference before and after the implementation of 
lEPs when considering the perceptions of elementary principals 
and elementary teachers regarding the amount of time spent on 
the duties of elementary principals. 
Basic Assumptions 
Two basic assumptions were made in the study. They are: 
1. The respondent groups have sufficient experience and Insight to 
make accurate Judgments about the role of the elementary prin­
cipal In regard to the IE? development. 
2. The responding elementary principals are Involved members of 
the IE? process. 
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Definitions 
Terms that are used in this study are defined as follows: 
1. lEP - Individualised Educational Plan as required in P.L. 94-142. 
2. P.L. 94-142 - The Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975 -
Federal Law. 
3. Elementary Principal - Usually the building administrator of a 
given level in a school system. In this study, the levels were 
kindergarten through grade six. 
4. Local Education Agency (LEA) administrator usually implies the 
building principal at the local school district level. 
5. AEA - Area Education Agency. There are 15 geographic divisions 
in Iowa whose administrative units are responsible for special 
education and for providing media/library services to the public 
schools In each area. 
Delimitations 
The following factors narrow the field of investigation: 
1. The study pertained only to selected public elementary schools 
in the state of Iowa. 
2. A random sample Included elementary principals and elementary 
teachers frcm selected Iowa public school districts. 
3. Principals and teachers selected must have been serving in their 
respective capacltlea before and after P.L. 94-142; therefore, 
respondents were selected frcm elementary principals and teachers 
who had been in their respective district six years or longer. 
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Outline of Procedure 
In order to gain Information, the elementary principals were asked 
to complete and return a questionnaire. Further, each elementary teacher 
was queried in a similar manner to secure his/her opinion of the elemen­
tary principal's role in administering his/her responsibilities before and 
after P.L, 94-142. 
Appropriate descriptive analyses were applied to the data as well 
as t-tests, and chl-square procedures. 
The sources of data were a selected set of Iowa school districts. 
Data were secured from a random sample of elementary principals who met 
the eligibility requirements of six years in the district and from a ran­
dom sample of elementary teachers in the state. All instrumentation 
were developed by the researcher. The Instruments include sections per­
taining to personal and demographic Information as well as role respon­
sibilities and perceptions. 
Organization of Study 
This study has been organized into five chapters. Chapter One pre­
sents the problem, hypotheses and an overview of the investigative proce­
dure. Chapter Two provides background to the current role of elementary 
principals. The development of P.L. 94-142 was explored and related 
literature and research into the development of lEPs were also presented 
in this chapter. In Chapter Three, the development of the necessary In­
struments and the methods and procedures for collecting and analyzing 
the resulting data can be found. The results of the data collection 
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are presented in Chapter Four while Chapter Five focuses upon conclu­
sions and recommendations. 
Summary 
American education has evolved into a viable force in society. One 
of the farreaching pieces of federal legislation is Public Law 94-142, 
The Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975. A major aspect of the 
law is the requirement for individual education plans (lEPs) for every 
special education student. The IE? is essentially a management tool that 
may require additional responsibilities of the principal. The present 
study delves into the role of Iowa elementary principals before and after 
the implementation of P.L. 94-142, considering the development and admin­
istration of lEPs. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Three areas of Information are pertinent to the literature related 
to this study. They are the concept of the elementary princlpalshlp, the 
growth of special education and the emergence of Individual education 
plans as the mandate of P.L. 94-142. 
The Elementary Princlpalshlp 
The elementary princlpalshlp was stimulated by growing urbanization 
in the United States. Cities established graded schools and there was a 
need to have a division of educational responsibilities. 
Early duties 
Duties of principals were originally largely clerical in 
nature, including such things as keeping attendance records, re­
porting enrollment and attendance to the central office, and 
accounting for school funds and supplies. As schools became 
larger, graded, and departmentalized the managerial aspects of 
the job began to assione importance. The principal had to classify 
pupils by grades, assign pupils and teachers to rooms, and coor­
dinate the efforts of several teachers. Toward the end of the 
nineteenth century, the principal began to assume responsblllty 
for supervision and the improvement of instruction. (27, p. 210) 
During the present century the elementary principal has been assigned 
classified tasks under the five categories of administration, supervi­
sion, teaching, clerical duties and community responsibilities. As early 
as the 1920s, elementary principals believed that they "should make a 
genuine contribution toward Improving the quality of education" (21, p. 
2). 
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Time studies 
A study was conducted in 1919-1920 on three aspects of the elemen­
tary principal's work-supervision, administration and clerical duties. 
Superintendents were asked to evaluate the Importance of these areas by 
giving a percentage of time their principals should try to devote to 
each. Supervision was reported with a median percentage of fifty; admin­
istration, twenty percent; and, clerical duties as ten percent. 
The principal's time allotment in reality was discerned. As Cooper 
(21) related, 
Instead of devoting two and one-half times as much atten­
tion to supervision as to administration, principals spent one-
third more time in administration! Rather than the recommended 
twenty percent, they devoted almost eighty percent as much time 
to clerical duties as they did to supervision. (21, p. 3) 
By 1958, time allotments for various school functions were charted 
by Cooper (21) as follows: 
Table 1. Percent of time that elementary supervising principals devote 
to different school functions in an average week and their 
estimates of how they would like to allot their time: 1928, 
1948, and 1958 (21, p, 7) 
1928 1948 1958 
Function Actual Ideal Actual Ideal Actual Ideal 
Administration 30 25 29 24 30 25 
Supervision 34 51 39 55 35 49 
Clerical work 19 6 15 3 14 4 
Teaching 4 6 2 3 3 2 
Community work 13 12 15 15 18 20 
Combined difference 
of actual and Ideal 
time allotments 38 34 32 
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Extension of responsibilities 
As time has passed, changes have indicated that leadership ability 
and the role of change agent are new duty requirements of the elementary 
principal. Activities Include policy-making, staff selection, preparing 
budgets, selecting instructional materials, curriculum development, 
pupil placement, planning or remodeling physical facilities, and commu­
nity invoIvemen t. 
To be more specific about duties and responsibilities, a listing was 
made by the National Education Association in 1948 (cited in Jacobson, 
Reavis and Logsdon, 58, p. 11). 
Mandatory and Discretionary Duties 
of Elementary School Principals 
(As found in a sampling of published rulebooks of local 
schoolboards in fifty cities of over 30,000 population.) 
hunc tory ministerial duties* 
To be present in building between specific hours 
To keep certain records and accounts 
To receipt for delivered supplies 
To check school census 
To inventory equipment, books and supplies 
To check payroll list 
To report injuries to pupils and employees 
To fly American flag 
Discretionary ministerial duties^ 
To conduct fire drills 
To supervise janitors 
To report needed building and equipment repairs 
To supervise building at recess and noon hour 
To notify parents of unsatisfactory work of pupils 
To regulate, permit, or refuse entrance to visitors 
To requisition and dispense supplies and equipment. 
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Discretionary powers 
To classify pupils 
To keep personnel records of teachers 
To keep personnel records of pupils 
To assign teachers 
To make curriculum schedules 
To conduct teachers' meetings 
To allocate funds made available for building, according to 
budget 
To obtain substitutes for teachers who are absent 
To evaluate teachers' efficiency 
To supervise Instruction 
To co-operate with Juvenile court and other law enforcement 
agencies 
To regulate or abolish activities of teachers and pupils in 
buildings 
To handle complaints of patrons 
To discipline pupils 
a. Duties classified as mandatory ministerial are those 
which are required of the principal not only as to 
performance but also as to how and when performed. 
b. Duties classified discretionary ministerial are those 
which are discretionary only as to how the required 
end is achieved. 
c. Discretionary powers are those in which the principal 
may use his Judgment as to how, when, and sometimes 
whether a certain matter is done. In some cities ele­
mentary school principals have more discretion in some 
of those matters than in other cities. 
In Jacobson, Reavis and Logsdon's 1950 edition (57), two tables indi­
cate additional duties. The first table Identifies duties of principals 
that were specified fifty or more times in 150 cities. 
The second table of Jacobson, Reavis and Logsdon's (57) identifies 
supervisory activities performed by principals. 
Goldman (36) Identified the principal's role as twofold. The "intra-
organizational role calls for the principal to bring together materials, 
resource persons, teachers, and pupils in a positive relationship so as 
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Table 2. Duties of principals specified 50 times or more in Rules and 
Regulations of Boards of Education in 150 cities (57, p. 210) 
Duty 
Number of 
cities 
specifying Percentage 
Assume charge of buildings, grounds and equip­
ment 103 68.7 
Hold fire drills 93 62.0 
Suspend pupils 89 59.3 
Witness and inflict corporal punishment 86 57.3 
Requisition books and supplies 78 52.0 
Record and report suspensions 69 46.0 
Enforce rules and regulations 67 44.6 
Direct and control janitors 65 43.3 
Record and report as the law provides, or as the 
superintendent demands 63 42.0 
Record and report teachers' attendance 60 40.0 
Assume responsibility for classifications and 
promotions 60 40.0 
Supervise students outside classrooms 59 39.3 
Counsel and aid teachers 57 38.0 
Record and report corporal punishment 51 34.0 
Assume charge of distribution of supplies 50 33.3 
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Table 3. Supervisory activities within the school performed by super­
visory and teaching principals (57, p. 493) 
Supervising Teaching 
Supervisory activity principals principals 
1. By helping each teacher with her problems 97% 94% 
2. By interviewing, study, and adjusting indi­
vidual pupils 84% 74% 
3. By visiting classes to observe the teaching 79% 52% 
4. By interviewing and planning with parents 77% 70% 
5. By leading general discussion at teachers 
meetings 71% 55% 
6. By providing teachers with extensive in­
structional materials 70% 50% 
7. By working with groups of teachers on prob­
lems of their own choosing 51% 37% 
8. By asking individual teachers to report at 
teachers meetings 51% 36% 
9. By appointing committees of teachers to 
report at teachers meetings 51% 28% 
10. By giving tests to classes 41% 38% 
11. By giving or arranging for demonstration 
lessons 36% 17% 
12. By conducting and applying research studies 
of instruction and learning 30% 18% 
13. By asking supervisors to examine and to 
report on classes 27% 16% 
14. By teaching or coaching groups of pupils 19% 23% 
15. By giving lectures on instructional problems 
at teachers meetings 14% 8% 
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to effect Intellectual development and social growth In the learners" 
(36, p. 14). The extraorganlzatlona1 role required the principal to be 
a communicator between the school, parents and community. The school 
should reflect the interests of the community and also be an instrument 
of desired social change. 
The range of tasks is broad. The Southern States Cooperative Pro­
gram in Educational Administration developed this list of critical task 
areas In 1955 (as cited in Goldman, 36, pp. 29-31): 
1. Critical Task Area; Instruction and Curriculum Development 
a. Providing for the formulation of curriculum objectives; 
b. Providing for the determination of curriculum content and 
organization; 
c. Relating the desired^ 
cal facilities, 
d. Providing mat^ 
structional 
Providing^ 
f. Providlï 
person 
2. Critical 
a. Inl 
2 time, physl-
2he In-
uprove-
i. Est 
j. Devt' 
Critical 'x 
a. Helping 
its compJ 
b. Assisting 
ment through 
c. Determining the^ 
d. Helping to develop!? 
of community life; 
Té improvement 
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of desired social change. 
The range of tasks is broad. The Southern States Cooperative Pro­
gram in Educational Administration developed this list of critical task 
areas in 1955 (as cited in Goldman, 36, pp. 29-31): 
1. Critical Task Area: Instruction and Curriculum Development 
a. Providing for the formulation of curriculum objectives; 
b. Providing for the determination of curriculum content and 
organization; 
c. Relating the desired curriculum to available time, physi­
cal facilities, and personnel; 
d. Providing materials, resources, and equipment for the in­
structional program ; 
e. Providing for the supervision of instruction; 
f. Providing for in-service education of instructional 
personnel. 
2. Critical Task Area: Pupil Personnel 
a. Initiating and maintaining a system of child accounting 
and attendance; 
b. Instituting measures for the orientation of pupils; 
c. Providing counseling services; 
d. Providing health services; 
e. Providing for individual inventory service; 
f. Providing occupational and educational information services; 
g. Providing placement and follow-up services for pupils; 
h. Arranging systematic procedures for the continual assess­
ment and interpretation of pupil growth; 
1. Establishing means of dealing with pupil Irregularities; 
j. Developing and coordinating pupil activity programs. 
3. Critical Task Area: Community School Leadership 
a. Helping provide an opportunity for a community to recognize 
its composition; 
b. Assisting a community to identify its potential for improve­
ment through the use of natural and human resources; 
c. Determining the educational services; 
d. Helping to develop and implement plans for the improvement 
of community life; 
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e. Determining and rendering services which the school can 
best provide In community Improvement with and through the 
cooperation of other agencies; 
f. Making possible the continual re-examlnatlon of acceptable 
plans and policies for community Improvement with particular 
reference to the services which the schools are rendering. 
4. Critical Task Area: Staff Personnel 
a. Providing for the formulation of staff personnel policies; 
b. Providing for the recruitment of staff personnel; 
c. Selecting and assigning staff personnel; 
d. Promoting the general welfare of the staff; 
e. Developing a system of staff personnel records; 
f. Stimulating and providing opportunities for professional 
growth of staff personnel. 
5. Critical Task Area: School Plant 
a. Determining the physical plant needs of the community and 
the resources which can be marshaled to meet those needs; 
b. Developing a comprehensive plan for the orderly growth and 
improvement of school plant facilities; 
c. Initiating and implementing plans for the orderly growth and 
improvement of school plant facilities; 
d. Developing an efficient program of operation and maintenance 
of the physical plant. 
6. Critical Task Area: School Transportation 
a. Determining school transportation needs and conditions 
(roads, location of schools, and so on) under which trans­
portation services must be rendered; 
b. Procuring equipment and supplies through approved methods 
of purchase and contract; 
c. Organizing and providing an efficient system of school 
transportation maintenance; 
d. Providing for the safety of pupils, personnel, and equipment; 
e. Developing an understanding and use of the legal provisions 
under which the transportation system operates. 
7. Critical Task Area: Organization and Structure 
a. Establishing working relationships with local, state, and 
federal agencies to provide services needed by the school 
system; 
b. Working with the board of education in the formulation of 
school policy and plans; 
c. Designating appropriate operational units within the school 
system; 
d. Developing a staff organization as a means of Implementing 
the educational objectives of the school program ; 
e. Organizing lay and professional groups for participation in 
educational planning and other educational activities. 
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8. Critical Task Area: School Finance and Business Management 
a. Organizing the business staff; 
b. Determining sources of school revenues; 
c. Formulating a salary schedule; 
d. Preparing the school budget; 
e. Administering capital outlay and debt service; 
f. Administering school purchasing; 
g. Accounting for school movies; 
h. Accounting for school property; 
1. Providing for a school insurance program; 
J. Providing for a system of internal accounting. 
Gross and Herriott (cited in Goldman, 36) listed these nine items as 
extremely or very important parts of the elementary principal's job. 
1. Working on the improvement of curriculum; 
2. Planning and conducting teacher's meetings; 
3. Dealing with classroom problems of teachers; 
4. Evaluating the performance of teachers; 
5. Conferring with individual teachers; 
6. Introducing new teaching methods; 
7. Observing teachers in the classroom; 
8. Coordinating the work of teachers; 
9. In-service training. (36, pp. 33-34) 
An updated critical task list was the Southern States Cooperative 
Program in Educational Administration appeared in 1965 (cited in Faber 
and Shearron, 27, pp. 212-213). 
Critical Task Area: Instruction and Curriculum Development 
1. Providing for the formulation of curriculum objectives 
2. Providing for the determination of curriculum content and 
organization 
3. Relating the desired curriculum to available time, physical 
facilities, and personnel 
4. Providing materials, resources, and equipment for the instruc­
tional program 
5. Providing for the supervision of instruction 
6. Providing for in-service education of instructional personnel 
Critical Task Area: Pupil Personnel 
1. Initiating and maintaining a system of child accounting and 
attendance 
2. Instituting measures for the orientation of pupils 
3. Providing counseling services 
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4. Providing health services 
5. Providing for Individual inventory service 
6. Arranging systematic procedures for the continual assess­
ment and Interpretation of pupil growth 
7. Establishing means of dealing with pupil irregularities 
Critical Task Area; Staff Personnel 
1. Providing for the recruitment of staff personnel 
2. Selecting and assigning staff personnel 
3. Developing a system of staff personnel records 
4. Stimulating and providing opportunities for professional 
growth of staff personnel 
Critical Task Area: Community-School Leadership 
1. Determining the educational services the school renders and 
how such services are conditioned by community force 
2. Helping to develop and implement plans for the improvement 
of community life 
Critical Task Areas: School Plant and School Transportation 
1. Developing an efficient program of operation and maintenance of 
the physical plant 
2. Providing for the safety of pupils, personnel, and equipment 
Critical Task Area: Organization and Structure 
1. Developing a staff organization as a means of implementing the 
educational objectives of the school program 
2. Organizing lay and professional groups for participation in 
educational planning and other educational activities 
Critical Task Area: School Finance and Business Management 
1. Preparing the school budget 
2. Accounting for school monies 
3. Accounting for school property. 
Faber and Shearron (27) have contributed the following diagram to 
explain the elementary principalship (Figure 1). 
Teachers, too, play an Important role in the life and work of the 
principal. A number of investigators have produced lists of those qual­
ities, characteristics and behavior which teachers expect in the 
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Figure 1. A way of looking at the elementary school principalship 
(27. p. 223) 
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principal. Saxe (99, pp. 86-87) lists the following: 
Teachers expect the following from their principal. 
1. Consistent, clearly formed policies. 
2. Efficient handling of administrative details. 
3. An aura of confidence and courage. 
4. Consultation with staff in planning program. 
5. Accurate interpretation of views, both up and down, 
between teachers and central administration. 
6. The ability to evaluate and rate teachers without "threat." 
7. A deep understanding of the needs of children. 
8. Ample help for the beginning teacher. 
9. Recognition of teacher achievements. 
10. Delegated authority commensurate with the execution of 
assigned responsibility. 
11. Tolerance, kindness and respect for the individual. 
12. Ready availability for conferences. 
13. Support or backing of teachers In their dealings with 
pupils and parents. 
14. Provision for relief from routine, clerical duties. 
15. Firm but constructive control of the faculty resulting in 
adherence to regulations. 
16. Intelligent use of faculty meetings. 
17. Special provisions for atypical children. 
18. Skill and calmness in dealing with irate parents. 
19. Correct social distance - impersonal but friendly rela­
tionship to staff. 
20. A high degree of skill in human relations. 
21. Fair and impartial allocation of rights and duties. 
22. Facilitation of Instruction - provision of materials, 
supplies, auxiliary services, etc. 
For a school to function effectively, the principal and the superin­
tendent must work together very closely. Saxe (99) points out the 
following responsibilities of principals as perceived by the superin­
tendent : 
1. Be responsible to the superintendent for all supervision, organ­
ization and administration within the building. 
2. Assist the administrative assistants in planning and carrying out 
procedures and policies pertaining to the instructional program. 
3. Delegate all except the major administrative and clerical duties 
to staff members and assume the principal's function to be mainly 
one of supervision. 
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4. View supervision as a cooperative process involving classroom 
teachers. 
5. Complete supervision reports for teachers not on tenure as 
frequently as possible and on all other teachers at least once 
per semester. 
6. Recommend whether or not teachers shall be reemployed. 
7. Constantly appraise and evaluate the instructional program and 
make provisions for its continuous improvement. 
8. Be responsible for the teacher staff utilizing fully the commu­
nity resources to enrich the learning process. 
9. Through democratic administration and high professional stand­
ards, work cooperatively with the teaching staff for the best 
Interests of the students. 
10. Be responsible for the assignment of teaching staff within the 
building. 
11. Be responsible for the health and welfare of the students and 
the teachers. 
12. Be responsible for the evaluation of growth, classification and 
guidance of students within the building. 
13. Be responsible for organizing the supervision of playgrounds, 
corridors and lunchrooms. 
14. Oversee the attendance and conduct of the students. 
15. Be responsible for determining the needs of the schools and for 
the requisitioning of the materials through the appropriate 
channels. 
16. See that the janitorial services and the work related to the 
maintenance of building and grounds are accomplished. 
17. Be responsible for maintaining good public relations with the 
community. 
18. Take an active Interest in local, state and national organiza­
tions . 
19. Perform such other duties as may be assigned by the superinten­
dent. (99, pp. 109-110) 
22 
Current functions and time usage 
Hughes and Ubben (50, p. 2) identify five functions of the prin­
cipal as 
school-community relations; staff personnel development, pupil 
personnel development; educational program development; and 
business and building management. 
Moreover, the principalship has two dimensions. One of 
these dimensions has to do with effectively managing the enter­
prise. It is composed of those activities concerned with pro­
curing, coordinating and deploying the material and personnel 
needed to accomplish the goals of the school. 
The other dimension is somewhat more difficult to define 
but can be summed up in one word: leadership. This is a dimen­
sion of quality. It is distinguished by the ways a principal 
uses himself/herself to create a school climate characterized by 
staff productivity, creative thought, and efficient and effec­
tive movement toward the goals of the school organization. 
Since some time usage data are included for the early part of the 
twentieth century, the next three tables give Hughes and Ubben's 1978 
rendition of ideal, perceived and real use of time by elementary prin­
cipals. 
Table 4. A typical group of elementary school principals' responses to 
the statement: If it were the best of all possible worlds, I 
would allocate my time as follows^ (50, p. 347) 
Mode Avg. High Low 
Community-school relations 15% 167= 20% 10% 
Staff personnel 20 26 45 20 
Pupil personnel 25 22 35 4 
Educational programming 25 21 25 15 
Building management 10 10 15 5 
Unoccupied 5 3 5 0 
Otherb 0 2 7 0 
*N-12 (all were from the same district). 
^Statements: Attendance at workshops; graduate work; visiting class­
rooms . 
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Table 5. A typical group of elementary school principals' responses to 
the statement: Alas, it's not the best of all worlds and here's 
how I think I actually spend my time® (50, p. 348) 
Mode Avg. High Low 
Community-school relations 107. 147. 257. 207. 
Staff personnel 20 19 25 15 
Pupil personnel 20 17 30 4 
Educational programming 10 & 20 15 20 10 
Building management 25 27 45 15 
Unoccupied 5 3 10 0 
Otherb 5 5 10 0 
^N"12 (all were from the same district). 
Self-renewal: Attendance at workshops out-of-district. 
Table 6. Real use of time by elementary principals* (50, p. 348) 
Function Average % of time 
Community-school relations 8% 
Staff personnel 15 
Pupil personnel 25 
Educational programming 10 
Building management 35 
Unoccupied 5 
Other 
*N»12 (all were from the same district). 
Roe and Drake (cited in Blumberg and Greenfield) divide the princi­
pal's role into two areas of emphasis (8, p. 18). 
Administrative-Managerial Emphasis 
a .  Maintaining adequate school records of all types 
b. Preparing reports for the central office and other agencies 
c. Budget development and budget control 
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d. Personnel administration 
e. Student discipline 
f. Scheduling and maintaining a schedule 
g. Building administration 
h. Administering supplies and equipment 
1. Pupil accounting 
J. Monitoring programs and instructional processes prescribed 
by the central office. 
Educational Leadership Emphasis 
a. Stimulate and motivate staff to maximum performance 
b. Develop with the staff a realistic and objective system of 
accountability for learning (as contrasted to merely moni­
toring programs and instructional processes in input terms 
as prescribed by the central office) 
c. Develop cooperatively operable assessment procedures for on­
going programs to identify and suggest alternatives for im­
proving weak areas 
d. Work with staff in developing and implementing the evaluation 
of the staff 
e. Work with staff in formulating plans for evaluating and 
reporting student progress 
f. Provide channels for the Involvement of the community in the 
operation of the school 
g. Encourage continuous study of curricular and instructional 
Innovations 
h. Provide leadership to students in helping them to develop a 
meaningful but responsible student government 
1. Establish a professional learning resources center and 
expedite its use. 
Llpham and Hoeh (cited in Blunberg and Greenfield, 8) identified 
five functional areas of responsibility with leadership being a major 
concern. Blumberg and Greenfield provide an abbreviated range of activ­
ities within Llpham and Hoeh's functional framework (8, p. 20). 
1. Instructional Improvement 
Assessing Program Relevance 
Planning Program Lnprovements 
Implementing Program Improvements 
Evaluating Program Change 
2. Staff Personnel Services 
Identification of New Staff 
Orientation of Staff 
Assignment of Staff 
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Staff Improvement 
Evaluation of Staff 
3. Student Personnel Services 
Student Values 
Student Involvement 
Student Guidance Services 
4. Finances and Facilities 
Financial Resources 
School Plant Resources 
5. School-Comnunlty Relations 
Community Analysis 
Communicating with the Community 
Utilizing Community Resources. 
Summary of the elementary princlpalship 
The role and duties or functions of the elementary principal in the 
United States began with simplistic responsibilities. Keeping attendance 
records and accounting for school funds and supplies were essentially 
the extent of the position's requirements. 
Through the years, the lists of responsibilities have been extended 
and rearranged to cover a broad range of activities. Today, elementary 
principals find their job descriptions varied and complex. Delegation 
of tasks has become a necessity. Time is of essence. Yet, there seems 
to be no limit to what such a person is required to do. Ultimately the 
responsibility for all duties rests with the principal and the role re­
flects changes. 
Bean and Clemes (7) provide definitions that help clarify current 
terminology. 
Function - a definable task that a person performs, which can 
often be part of a job description. Any specific function may have 
subfunctlons, i.e., a reading resource teacher has one function. 
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Che diagnosing of reading problems. As a result of this, other 
functions, such as having meetings with teachers or other re­
source people, completing reports, etc., are necessary. 
Role - a collection of often related functions which are 
given to one person to perform. The person colors the way in 
which the functions are performed by: 
a. Deciding about the relative importance of each. 
b. Determining time allotted to each. 
c. Performing them in a certain style. 
d. Influencing them with personal mannerisms 
Role Change - a role changes when any of the following events 
occur : 
a. Functions are added or deleted. 
b. The relative Importance of any function changes because of 
changing conditions. 
c. New conditions require altering the time allotted to a 
function. 
d. A new person assumes the role, so that style and personal 
mannerisms change. 
e. The person performing the role changes in his view of the 
role. 
f. Persons influenced by the role change in their perception 
of it. (7, p. 222) 
The origin of tasks for the elementary principal is from outside as 
well as from Inside the educational system. One of the most recent in­
fluences has come from the federal government in the form of legislation 
known as Public Law 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped Act of 
1975. The job of finding room in the elementary principal's schedule 
for all that this law demands is a monumental exercise. The impact of 
only one part of the law, the development and management of individual 
education plans (lEPs) is the focus of this study. To fully understand 
the reason for lEPs, a chronology of special education and the evolve-
ment of the law ensue. 
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Special Education 
Special Education In the United States has progressed significantly 
In recent years reaching a pinnacle with Public Law 94-142, The Education 
for All Handicapped Act of 1975. P.L. 94-142 has had a profound effect 
on education as public schools attempt to meet the Intent of the law In 
providing appropriate services to specified exceptional children. Arriv­
ing at this propitious point in time is the result of parent Involvement, 
court decisions, legislation, and social consciousness. However, the 
history of special education has often been sporadic. 
States were originally given the responsibility for education within 
their borders more by what was not explicitly stated in the United States 
Constitution than by what was expressed in that document. There are 
implied references in the "general welfare" clause of the preamble. 
Liberties receive attention in the First Amendment's statement referring 
to freedom of religion. The Fourteenth Amendment guarantees all people 
protection under the law. The provision of three branches of government 
acknowledges the ability of Congress to enact laws to provide money for 
education; the new Department of Education (connected to the executive 
branch) imposes regulations; and, the judicial branch interprets the 
laws. 
States have reacted to the generalizations of the federal govern­
ment's interest in education by making provisions for education in state 
constitutions. In these documents, twenty-one states have Indicated edu­
cation should be for "all children" while the remaining twenty-nine 
states provide for systems of public education without signifying for 
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whom It Is Intended. 
Iowa and special education 
An example of state Involvement In special education, previous to 
1975, is the following brief outline of Iowa, where the state constitu­
tion states that education is for "ALL." 
1849 - Legislature provided per capita support for children in local 
area. 
1953 - Asylum for Blind provided. 
1955 - Private school for deaf was funded by the state. The law of 
1849 was repealed and ALL deaf and blind were to attend these 
two schools. 
1876 - Asylum for feebleminded children was established. 
1902 - Compulsory education for all children 7-14 in "proper physical 
and mental condition" was mandated. (Code 2823-9 Supp. 
1907) (19) 
1913 - "Colony" for epileptics established. 
1945 - Special Education division of the Department of Public In­
struction was established "for the promotion, direction, and 
supervision of special education." 
"Certification for special education teachers was created." 
(Code 281.1 1946) (19) 
1974 - Parents MUST enroll children in special programs unless they 
have a medical certificate to the contrary. Senate File 1163 
provided for special education for all children from birth 
to 21 with Area Education Agencies given the responsibility 
for implementation. 
Federal legislation 
The federal legislative history includes the following significant 
dates : 
Land grants provided: 
1827 - Schools for the deaf in Kentucky and Florida. 
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1855 - St. Elizabeth's Hospital In Washington, D.C. for mentally 
retarded. 
1857 - Gallaudet College (for the deaf) In Washington, D.C. 
1879 - American Printing House for the Blind, Louisville, Kentucky. 
Other relevant legislation Includes: 
1957 - P.L. 83-531 authorized cooperative research for the retarded. 
1958 - P.L. 85-905 authorized captioned films and other specialized 
media for the deaf. 
1958 - P.L. 85-926 authorized funds for training teachers of the 
mentally retarded. 
1961 - P.L. 87-276 authorized funds for training teachers of the 
deaf. 
1962 - P.L. 87-415, Manpower Development and Training Act, author­
ized skill training for the unemployed and underemployed. It 
was directed toward the disadvantaged and was a step toward 
the fullest possible creative use of human resources. It was 
amended In 1963 and 1965. 
1963 - P.L. 88-164, Mental Health Center Construction Act, augmented 
previous laws In this category to Include hard of hearing, 
deaf, speech Impaired, visually handicapped, emotionally dis­
turbed, crippled and otherwise impaired as well as the men­
tally retarded and deaf. Further, grants were made for re­
search and projects in these areas. 
1963 - P.L. 88-210, Vocational Education Act, made provisions for 
those who have handicaps that prevent their effective partic­
ipation In regular vocational education programs as well as 
a number of other provisions. 
1965 - P.L. 89-36 created a new source of higher education In the 
establishment of the National Technical Institute for the 
Deaf. 
1965 - P.L. 89-313, The Elementary and Secondary Education Act was 
amended to provide assistance to state programs or schools 
for the handicapped. 
1966 - P.L. 89-694 created a model secondary school for the deaf In 
Washington, D.C. 
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1966 - P.L. 89-750 added grants for preschool, elementary and secon­
dary handicapped children under the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965. 
1967 - P.L. 90-170 updated and extended mental retardation needs. 
1967 - P.L. 90-247 established regional resource media centers for 
the handicapped and amended The Elementary and Secondary Edu­
cation Act. 
1968 - P.L. 90-538, Handicapped Children's Early Education Assis­
tance Act, encouraged experimentation in preschools and 
federal money went to local levels. 
1974 - Amendments were extended "for the purpose of . . . initia­
tion, expansion, and Improvement of programs and projects for 
the education of the handicapped children at the preschool, 
elementary school, and secondary school levels in order to 
provide full educational opportunities to all handicapped 
children." (8, pp. 62, 118) 
It can be recognized that federal and state histories indicate 
growth in awareness and the need for education of the handicapped through 
the l»%islative process. 
Court cases 
The courts provide another area where forces have been at work which 
enhance the position of the handicapped in the schools. Significant 
cases include: 
Brown vs. Board of Education (1954) 
The famous desegregation case states, "In these days, it is doubtful 
that any child may reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he 
is denied the opportunity of an education. Such an opportunity, 
where the state has undertaken to provide it, is a right which must 
be made to all on equal terms." (95, p. 3) 
The Brown vs. Board of Education case had a wider Impact than was 
at first realized. The rights of the handicapped were an area that sur­
faced as a result of the case. Handicapped groups are often referred to 
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as minorities. While there were several court cases that hold relevance 
because of this connotation of being a minority, two cases dealing di­
rectly with education of the handicapped became especially noteworthy. 
Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) (102) vs. the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1971) 
This was a lawsuit against the state in behalf of 13 mentally re­
tarded children over the failure of the state to provide a free 
public education for all mentally retarded children in the state. 
The results were a mandate to the state to provide such an education. 
This case resurfaced and was expanded to include all handicaps 
in the following case. 
Mills vs. Board of Education (1972) (72) 
A class action suit was pursued by parents of seven handicapped 
children against the Washington, D.C. Board of Education, Depart­
ment of Human Relations and mayor for failure to provide all handi­
capped children a public education. Results were a free and appro­
priate education for all as lack of funds was not an acceptable 
excuse. 
Parent activists 
In recent times, parents have become program organizers and politi­
cal activists. They have put pressures on the local schools to provide 
for exceptional children. Parents have been involved in lobbying for 
legislation and, further, they have been instrumental in taking causes 
through the courts. Parents being able to rally through large groups, 
such as the National Association of Retarded Citizens, the United Cere­
bral Palsy Foundation and the Association for Children with Learning 
Disabilities, had all the resources necessary to pursue desired goals. 
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Public Law 94-142 
The setting was appropriate for the congressional action that cul­
minated In P.L. 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975, 
which was to became effective In 1977. The purpose of the act was to 
assure the provision of needed services to all handicapped children. 
As stated more precisely. 
To assume that all handicapped children have available to them 
... a free, appropriate public education which emphasized 
special education and related services to meet their unique 
needs, ... to assist states and localities to provide for the 
education of all handicapped children, and to assess and assure 
the effectiveness of efforts to educate handicapped children. 
(86, p. 3) 
Detailing the purpose of the act the following four points are 
Included: 
1. To assure that all handicapped children have the opportunity 
for a free education especially designed for them, age 3-21. 
2. To assure that their rights and the rights of their parents 
or guardians are protected. 
3. To help the states and localities provide for the education of 
all handicapped children. 
4. To insure that the educational program provided by the state or 
locality Is effective. 
Definitions which the law provides Include the following that are 
relevant to the present Investigation: 
Special Education - "Specially designed Instruction, at no cost to 
parents, or guardians to meet the unique needs of a handicapped 
child." (Ill, 89 Stat. 775) 
"Free appropriate education" - requires that "special and related 
services . . . (be) provided In conformity with the required 
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Individualized education program." (Ill, 89 Stat. 775) 
"Individualized education program" means a "written statement for 
each handicapped child developed In any meeting by a representa­
tive of the local education agency or an intermediate educa­
tional unit who shall be qualified to provide, or supervise the 
provision of specially designed instruction to meet the unique 
needs of handicapped children, the teacher, the parents or guard­
ian of such child, and, whenever appropriate; such child, which 
statement shall include; 
1. A statement of the present levels of educational performance 
of such child, 
2. A statement of annual goals, including short-term instruc­
tional objectives, 
3. A statement of the specific educational services to be pro­
vided to such child and the extent to which such child will 
be able to participate in regular educational programs, 
4. The projected date for initiation and anticipated duration 
of such services, and 
5. Appropriate objective criteria and evaluation procedures and 
schedules for determining, on at least an annual basis, 
whether instructional objectives are being achieved." 
(Ill, 89 Stat. 776) 
Civil Rights guaranteed by P.L. 94-142 are listed below: 
1. Right to education 
2. Right to free education 
3. Right to an appropriate education 
4. Right to least restrictive environment 
5. Right to due process 
6. Right to confidentiality 
7. Right to nondiscriminatory testing 
The law further has provisions on fiscal authority, local authority, 
state advisory panel, relationships to other legislation, inservice train­
ing, employment of the handicapped, architectural barriers, native lan­
guage and noncompliance (111). 
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Summary of special education 
From sporadic beginnings, special education has more recently had 
direction from federal and state governments. The people of the United 
States have functioned through the various avenues available to them to 
gain desired results. The awareness of needs of the handicapped has been 
forthcoming. Action has been taken and implementation has been required 
of schools in the form of P.L. 94-142. 
The full recognition and understanding of P.L. 94-142 are still in 
the beginning stages. An enormous amount of planning and implementation 
are required. The law reflects a giant step by the federal government 
into the operation of educational programs. It is also evidence of a 
kind of social revolution as all handicapped people strive toward full 
acceptance as citizens of the United States. 
Individualized Education 
As a result of P.L. 94-142, all students who are identified as in 
need of special educational services are required to be served in appro­
priate educational settings. One aspect of achieving a suitable educa­
tion for exceptional children is the requirement of an individual edu­
cation program (lEP) to be developed for each student meeting certain 
criteria. 
History of individualized instruction 
In seeking the beginnings of individualized instruction, some refer 
to the early days of education in this country. In the one teacher 
school, continuous progress learning was a reality. These schools were 
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multi-aged, with levels of learning ranging from beginning students up­
ward to usually eighth grade. Students were exposed to various content 
information. There was flexibility of time in lessons and recitations. 
Help was available from other students as well as the teacher or lessons 
could be done alone. 
Moving into larger schools changed much of the older format for 
learning. Students and teachers were divided so that usually one teacher 
had one grade level of students in a room. This resulted In an age-
graded, lock-step system in which all students, regardless of differences 
among them, were constrained to study the same way for the same length 
of time. The formal development of individualized instruction programs 
probably was a reaction to these developments In mass education. By the 
end of the 19th century, there were attempts to make schooling more 
adaptable to the differences among students. Also, Instruments for 
measuring human abilities were available in the early twentieth century. 
These helped emphasize the need for less uniformity. 
A list of programs indicates that Individualizing in some form has 
been part of American formal schooling almost from its inception. 
1) Tutoring - This original individual program was once exclusively 
for the rich but it can be employed In contemporary public 
schools. 
2) Correspondence Courses - One of the first efforts to individ­
ualize instruction was available as early as 1873. 
3) Self-paced Unit Plans - Preston Search initiated the Pueblo Plan 
in 1888. It was a laboratory scheme permitting a student to 
36 
pace his own coverage of the course rather than await his turn 
In dally recitation. Other plans have been initiated through 
the years. 
4) Programmed and Computerized Instruction - Programmed teaching 
by text and machine emerged in the early 1960s. By 1965, the 
adaptive teaching machine was available. This gives or with­
draws assistance and changes the difficulty of the materials 
according to a running computation of the student's performance. 
5) Independent Study Programs also were a product of the 1960s. 
These are any program that for some portion of the school day 
has some freedom from supervision. Two elements included in 
these programs are: 1) Individual study (study by one's self), 
and 2) self-directed study (study Independent from a regularly 
structured curricula). 
6) Grouping for Individualization - Subgrouping for teaching (abil­
ity groups, interest and activity groups, teachability groups) 
and group work as a method (nondlrectlve group teaching, sensi­
tivity group work) have both been suggested as means of individ­
ualizing instruction, the first by reducing the differences among 
students, the second by encouraging development through con­
trolled social interaction. 
7) Administrative Plans - There are nianerous plans for removing 
the age-grade barrier, permitting students to advance through 
the levels of schooling at more Individual rates. And there are 
nunerous plans for dividing students into classes according 
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to their Intelligence, ability, or achievement. Team teaching 
was Introduced, in part, to free teachers for small groups and 
Individual consultation by having one teacher lecture to several 
classes at once. 
8) Personal Programs - In this type of program, students take part 
In all decisions concerning themselves, rules are minimized, and 
students attend only those classes they wish to attend. 
9) Remediation and Teaching Exceptional Children - Progress has 
been made in the clinical diagnosis and specific treatment of 
individual learning problems (35). 
Complete individualization, unless qualified, underlies this attempt 
by Gibbons (35) to develop a descriptive system: 
1. Percentage of the student body 
2. Percentage of the school day 
3. Attendance 
4. Materials for study 
5. Method by which the materials are to be studied 
6. Pace at which the materials are to be studied 
7. Activity that accompanies or follows study 
8. Decision making 
9. Teaching function 
10. Teaching focus 
11. Teaching method 
12. Environment 
13. Time structure 
14. Evaluation 
15. Objectives or purpose. (35, pp. 32-33) 
Three Indlvlduallzed programs presently in use 
Educators have recognized that each person's uniqueness should be 
identified and addressed for optimum learning to take place. Therefore, 
a number of individualized programs have been developed in regular school 
settings. Psychological testing and studies have been instrumental in 
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advocating these variations In mass education. The recognition of the 
special needs essential for handicapping conditions further prodded 
educators Into developing creative approaches to learning. While public 
schools were primarily focusing on individual differences in the nonhand-
capped or mildly handicapped school population, the Implications had 
merit for those students generally classified as In need of special edu­
cation. 
Three individualized programs which have gained much significance 
and popularity are the IPI, IGE, and PLAN. A brief description of each 
follows. 
IPI 
IPI means Individually Prescribed Instruction. The Idea behind 
this program is to fit a student into the program at the point along the 
series of skills where he fits best. 
IPI lesson materials are written to permit pupils to proceed quite 
Independently and with a minimum of direct teacher instruction. The 
basic aspect of IPI is a provision for detailed diagnosis of pupil skills 
and abilities and the continuous monitoring of pupil progress. 
The student's role: The student's responsibility for his own learn­
ing often extends to self-correction of his written work. Self-prescrip­
tion is the next step of independence. 
The teacher's role: The teacher guides each student through diag­
nosis, prescription, and learning according to the student's needs. The 
teacher also makes decisions by looking at the pretest, and his/her own 
observation of the child. 
The IPI staff is a team of professional educators and nonprofessional 
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aides. They are trained to guide students in their learning tasks and 
to support the I PI system. This staff consists of: administrator, who 
Is the manager and instructional leader; teacher, who evaluates pupil's 
records, diagnoses their needs, and prepares Individual learning pre­
scriptions; aide, who scores tests, helps students obtain materials, and 
keep skill sheets current (29). 
IGE 
The IGE, or Individually Guided Education, originated in 1965 and 
is conceptualized as a comprehensive alternative system of schooling 
designed to produce higher educational achievements by providing effec­
tively for differences among students in rate of learning, learning style, 
and other characteristics. 
At the heart of IGE is the instructional programming model (IFM) for 
the individual student. It specifically takes into account each pupil's 
beginning level of performance, rate of progress, style of learning, 
motivational level, and others. Instructional programming for the indi­
vidual student is appropriately carried out in any area in the cognitive, 
psychomotor, or affective domains. There are six steps in this model: 
Step 1 - Setting general objectives 
Step 2 - Identification of a subset of specific instructional 
objectives appropriate for a group of children 
Step 3 - Actual assessment of each child's level of development 
of skills (observing or administering a test) 
Step 4 - Setting up instructional objectives for each child in the 
unit 
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Step 5 - a) Plan an Instructional program whereby the child attains 
his objectives 
b) An individual teacher completes the detailed plan and 
carries it out for certain children 
Step 6 - Pupils are assessed to determine their attainment of ob­
jectives. 
Evaluation provides Information at three times: the beginning, to 
set up the objectives; middle, to facilitate student progress; and the 
end, to determine student's progress and aid decision-making (105). 
PLAN 
PLAN is an acronym, Program for Learning in Accordance with Needs. 
The basic building block in PLAN is the TLU (Teaching-Learning Unit), 
which Includes Instructional objectives associated with recommended 
learning activities and criterion tests. A guidance system uses data 
on students and draws upon a bank of available TLUs to recommend an in­
dividualized program of studies (PCS) for each student. The PCS is in­
dividualized on the basis of both the number and type of activities the 
student pursues. 
A computer facility is used to colltct Information concerning prog­
ress and performance of students. 
For this type of educational program to be functional, the individ­
ual student must take the responsibility for formulating goals, making 
decisions and plans with respect to his educational development, and man­
aging the learning program required to achieve the goals he has set. 
Developed between 1967 and 1970, PLAN was founded on the belief that an 
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educational program should use the Individual student and his needs as 
the basis for a complete educational system. It is based on the philos­
ophy of individual planning, Individualized instruction, and continuous 
evaluation, and requires the support and cooperative efforts of teachers, 
administrators, and students. 
The student's typical learning cycle is as follows : The student's 
POS is recalled from the computer; the student, with the teacher's help, 
selects TLUs on which he/she will work, and he/she sets the schedule for 
completion; the student interacts with various learning materials and 
with resource personnel; the student takes a test; the computer scores 
the test and adds data to the student's file. If the TLU is mastered, 
the teacher and the student confer on the next portion of the POS to be 
assigned. If the TLU is not mastered, the student is recycled with addi­
tional learning activities until he/she achieves his mastery. 
PLAN is directed toward the long-range educational goal of develop­
ing independent learners or teaching youngsters how to learn by them­
selves. And the best part, for teachers, is: The computer does the 
paper work (105). 
Present situation 
These individualized programs, and many others, were developed and 
available when the idea of individualized instruction became more wide­
spread. In 1975, Public Law 94-142 was established as the Education for 
All Handicapped Children Act. At the core of this law is the guarantee 
that every child in a special education program will be provided with an 
individual education plan and program. 
42 
Within the law, the term "individual education program" is strictly 
defined as : 
A written statement for each handicapped child developed in a 
meeting by a representative of the local education agency or 
intermediate educational unit who shall be qualified to provide 
or administer the delivery of specially designed instruction to 
meet the unique need of handicapped children; the teacher; the 
parents or guardian of such child; and, whenever appropriate, 
such a child; which statement shall Include: 1. A statement 
of present levels of educational performance of such child; 
2. A statement of annual goals. Including short-term instruc­
tional objectives; 3. A statement of the specific educational 
services to be provided to such child and the extent to which 
such child will be able to participate in regular educational 
programs; 4. The projected date for initiation and anticipated 
duration of such services, and; 5. Appropriate objective cri­
teria and evaluation procedures and schedules for determining, 
on at least an annual basis, whether instructional objectives 
are being achieved. (Ill, 89 Stat., 776) 
Administrative responsibility for lEPs 
The administrative personnel Involvement is the primary concern of 
the present study. To iterate the law on this point, the law requires 
the following people for the staffing of children: 
a representative of the local education agency or an Intermediate 
educational unit who shall be qualified to provide, or supervise 
the provision of specially designed instruction to meet the unique 
needs of handicapped children, the teacher, the parents or guardian 
of such child, and, whenever appropriate, such child. . . . 
(Ill, 89 Stat., 776) 
Interpretation of this segment is ongoing. Limiting the topic, con­
sider only the phrase, "... a representative of the local education 
agency or an Intermediate educational unit who shall be qualified to pro­
vide, or supervise the provision of specially designed instruction to 
meet the unique needs of handicapped children, ..." 
Gearhart and Wright (32) identified the local education agency 
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representative as the "LEA administrator (assistant superintendent, prin­
cipal, supervisor, etc.)" (32, p. 75). 
The Midwest Regional Resource Center (Des Moines, Iowa) and Nebraska 
Department of Education (71) indicated that the LEA is an administrator 
of the local school district or a supervisor of special education. 
Weintraub (117) also referred to this role by the word "administrators". 
The booklet Educating All the Handicapped. (77) identified the prin­
cipal as the LEA. Dougherty (25) referred to the principal in the LEA 
position. 
In attempting to Implement the process of lEPs, literature Indicates 
clarification of the law has ascertained that an administrator is the 
appropriate person to fill this position. The administrator has further 
been defined as one who is in charge of special education or the building 
principal or someone who has authority to make administrative decisions 
for the schools. In practice, the building principal is usually called 
upon to function in this capacity. Johnson and Gold (59) describe re­
sponsibilities which confront the building principal as a result of P,L. 
94-142. Some of these duties Include: 1) providing accessibility of 
appropriate public education and the related support services; 2) aiding 
in the lEP process through formulation of the IE? and coordination of the 
related planning sessions; 3) developing channels of comnunication be­
tween parents and the school; and 4) coordinating mainstreaming efforts. 
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lEP as a management tool 
Since the lEP is a management tool to program the needs of special 
education children, certain administrative responsibilities emerge. 
Concerns of building space, appropriate staff and financing the lEP pro­
gram must be addressed with appropriate decisions forthcoming (Edgar, 
cited in Harlng, 42; Welntraub, 117; and others). The mechanics of 
drawing the team members together for meetings is another item of 
relevance to the system (Zettel and Welntraub, 124). School administra­
tors must do everything to Involve parents in the meetings. Knowing what 
resources exist beyond the school and how they can be utilized is another 
need for administrative presence at the team staffings (Welntraub, 117). 
Making certain that the appropriate significant others (such as assess­
ment or identification personnel) for each child are present is a duty, 
also. 
Edgar (cited in Harlng, 42) and Torres (108, 109) note that when the 
child study team gathers, a chairperson .should probably be the administra­
tor. Being in an administrative position makes It logical to help with 
the coordination of committees within the committee/team. The adminis­
trator has the authority to convene such groups as well. The administra­
tor has access to parent contact procedures. If an interpreter is needed 
for the parents inclusion into the procedure, that, too, can be arranged 
for in an orderly manner by the administrator. Making arrangements for 
data collection and storage and place of meetings is likewise facilitated 
by the administrator. 
Strickland, Turnbull and Brantly (103) list chairpersons and 
45 
administrative responsibilities as follows: 
1. Coordinate comnittee 
2. Communicate with parents 
3. Facilitate group decision-making 
4. Supervise record keeping procedures 
5. Insure due process procedures 
6. Chair committee meetings 
7. Provide input on capabilities of the school system 
8. Provide support for implementation 
9. Make scheduling arrangements for committee members 
Barbacovi and Clelland (6) sequence the placement activities in 
this order: 
Assessment Report and Recommendation Received 
Placement Team Identified 
Parents Notified 
Placement Meeting Scheduled 
Eligibility and Determination Made 
Individual Education Program Developed 
Parental Permission Obtained for Placement 
Placement Made (6, p, 56) 
When the sequence of activities is made relative to the administra­
tive duties of planning, programming and evaluation, the following list 
of items evolve as being responsibilities of the administrator: 
- Specifying personnel and delineating responsibilities for 
(a) receiving the assessment committee's report and recom­
mendations, (b) notifying parents relative to participation 
In the individualized education program development and sub­
sequent placement decisions, (c) determining eligibility, 
(d) determining placement, (e) developing and revising the 
lEP, and (f) reviewing evaluation information; 
- Specifying special education and related services personnel 
necessary for the placement comnittee; 
- Determining the placement committee's composition of mandated 
and consulting members; 
- Delineating administrative issues and procedures for the func­
tioning of the placement committee, including specifications 
of decision-making style and rules of order; 
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- Delineating placement issues and questions to be addressed 
by the placement comnlttee. 
- Determining effectiveness of placement committee, including 
the nimber of children placed, the effectiveness of operation, 
and the quality of administrative planning. Included in this 
effectiveness examination is: (a) how completely the com­
mittee met requirements for contents of the lEP, (b) how well 
the assigned responsibilities were accomplished, (c) success 
of children for whom programs have been planned, (d) evidence 
of communication between comnlttee and Implementers, (e) records 
of decisions, (f) appropriateness of placement decisions, (g) 
time spent in developing programs, and (h) time from referral 
to lEP completion to placement; 
- Specifying and delineating interdepartmental cooperation and 
responsibilities ; 
- Scheduling times for meetings and determining locations, and 
- Developing individualized education programs, including; 
(a) outlining areas of concern or need, (b) prioritizing 
long-term goals, (c) writing/selecting short-term objectives 
for prioritizing goals, (d) specifying services needed, (e) 
specifying persons responsible for Implementing lEP, (f) spec­
ifying percentage of time In various aspects of program, 
(g) setting timelines, (h) specifying percentage of time in 
regular classroom, (1) making a placement recommendation, and 
(J) establishing objective evaluation criteria. (6, pp. 57-58) 
Dougherty (25) noted that the school principal has the responslbll 
Ity of seeing that each child is educated in as equitable a fashion as 
possible. 
Models 
In essence, the IE? process is a never-ending process that may be 
diagrammed very simply as follows in Figure 2. 
Strickland, Tumbull, and Brantly (103) provide the following 
model that gives the sequence and functions of committee activities in 
Figure 3. 
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Figure 2. Model of lEP process 
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Responsible Agent Function 
Special Services 
committee 
Special Services 
committee 
Special Services 
committee 
Multldlsclpllnary 
evaluation team 
Special Services 
committee 
multldlsclpllnary 
evaluation team 
Reviewing the 
Referral 
Collecting 
Evaluatlon 
Information 
Providing Notice 
Obtaining Consent 
Sharing Evaluation 
Information 
to lEP Review 
Activities 
development of organizational 
plan 
appointment of committes 
insurance of compliance with 
law regulations 
intervening when obstacles pre­
vent other committees from 
carrying out assignments 
referral reviewed 
all available information 
examined 
questions generated by committee 
need for further assessment 
determined 
appointment of multidlsclplinary 
evaluation team 
parents informed of rights and 
proposed actions 
parental consent obtained for 
further assessment 
responsibilities assigned for 
obtaining evaluation (con­
sulting members named) 
evaluation scheduled and com­
pleted 
evaluation sunmnarles received 
evaluation summaries reviewed 
as to appropriateness and 
completeness 
documentation of any biasing 
factors during evaluation 
parents Informed of meeting 
and invited to attend 
all available information and 
evaluations examined 
oral reports made on all 
obtained information 
classification and documentation 
of needs related to program 
planning 
appointment of lEP committee by 
special services committee 
parents Informed of evaluation 
results and lEP involvement 
in a written notice 
Figure 3. Sequence and functions of committee activities (103, p. 38) 
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lEP committee 
Implementers 
specified by 
special services 
committee 
System-wide 
advisory task 
force 
lEP Committee 
Developing 
the IE? 
Implementation 
of IE? 
Monitoring 
the IE? 
Reviewing 
the lEP 
specify level of performance 
determine and prioritize annual 
goals 
write short-tern objectives 
specify evaluation procedures 
determine placement, related 
services, and extent of 
time In regular class 
obtain approval from all IE? 
committee members. Including 
parents 
teaching of objectives as 
specified on lEP 
provision of services In least 
restrictive setting 
frequent evaluation of student 
progress 
specify areas in which monitor­
ing will occur 
choose and administer appropriate 
strategy 
review data 
plan intervention to build on 
strengths and minimize 
problems 
evaluating student progress in 
accordance with IE? 
pinpointing obstacles inter­
fering with progress 
revising IE? in life of data 
obtaining approval of all 
committee members, in light 
of data 
Figure 3 (Continued) 
Torres (109) developed another model to expedite the IE? process 
from evaluation and referral to implementation (Figure 4). 
Still a third model of the programming process (Figure 5) was 
offered by Pasanella and Volknor (83). 
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CuMilatIv* 
TIM 
NlXliWM 
Tim# For 
Each Step Referral Is Received and 
Process Is Deemed Warranted 
5 days 
—Wo j Person Knowing Child Files a 
Request for a Surrogate Parent 
to be Appointed 
Parent? 
Parental Notification Is Sent 2 days 
7 days 
Local Education Agency 
Receives Parental Permission 
S days 
Chairperson of the Evaluation 
Team Schedules Evaluations 
17 days 
Evaluation Team Reports 
Results and Proposed Educa-
tlonal Program Written 
47 days 
_ M ^ys 
8 months 
Review of 
Individualized Education 
Program 10 days 
Findings and Recoanendatlons 
of Review 
Figure 4. Evaluation and placement 
(109, p. E) 
CONTINUOUS PROGRESS CHECKS 
[ 
ANNUAL REVIEW 
ê SCREENING | 
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2 OBSERVATION | V 
EVALUATION 
rî IMPLEMENTATION OF A PLAN PLACEMENT 1 
lOBJECTlVESi riîîirm 
INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING 
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INFORMAL [ 
ASSESSMENT 
TESTING 
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Figure 5. Instructional programming process (83, p. 3) 
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Barbacovl and Clelland (6) Identified a sequence of full service 
delivery system components as follows (p. 50): 
Identification 
Component 
Assessment 
Component 
Placement 
Component 
Instructional 
Component 
Monitoring/ 
Evaluation 
Component 
They proceed to combine these program components with the adminis­
trative activities of planning, programming and monitoring/evaluating. 
The following matrix emerges: 
Matrix of Full Service Delivery Model with Administrative 
Responsibilities 
Administrative Responsibilities 
Identification 
Assessment 
Placement 
Instructional 
Monitoring/ 
Evaluating 
X Indicates primary points of Impact (6, p. 51). 
Planning Programming Evaluation 
X XX 
X X X 
X X X 
X XX 
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Seeing the models and matrix helps to provide a perspective of what 
the lEP process Involves. 
Criticisms of lEPs 
Since Implementation of the lEP process in schools, some criti­
cisms have arisen. General observations such as the following have been 
noted : 
1. There are serious disagreements about the additional respon­
sibilities created by the rules and regulations of the IE? 
process ; 
2. Questions arise about the validity of the amount of time and 
effort principals must utilize in conquering the required paper 
work and conferences with staff members, students and parents. 
Ballard et al. (5) refer to more problems: 
3. Even after staffings have occurred principals are not comfort­
able signing a program that the principal feels is not ideal 
or is not leading in the proper direction; 
4. The principal can become a "person in the middle" between a 
parent's wishes and the child's needs when they do not concur; 
5. Insufficient funds that limit programs or prevent services, 
though not a viable reason for not providing services, create 
genuine problems ; 
6. Staff orientation to the IE? process is usually not a smooth 
procedure ; 
AFT Vice-President, Walter Tlce (107) indicates: 
7. Negative feelings run high against the lEP; 
8. Time is shifted away from children in favor of paperwork re­
sulting In less education of children instead of more; 
Dale (cited in Ballard et al., 5) adds: 
9. The number of meetings/conferences can become an "administra­
tive nightmare" ranging from the required ones to an unknown 
quantity. 
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Research 
Research into the administrative aspects of the lEP include the 
following findings. 
Yoshida, Fenton and Kaufman (123) reported that in Connecticut 
1) administrators and appraisal personnel were dominating members of the 
lEP team meetings, 2) teachers felt inhibited by the presence of princi­
pals, 3) because teachers were disenchanted with the meetings, adminis­
trators need to find more ways to increase teacher participation, 4) ad­
ministrators know more about the scope of activities involved in the 
lEP process than do support personnel. This was especially true in the 
areas of programming and evaluation. 
From studies in North Carolina, Goldstein, Strickland, Turnbull and 
Curry (37) noted that 1) when IE? teams did not have full representation, 
it was the representative of the public agency who was most likely to 
be absent from the staffing, 2) the local school representative was 
present at only 36 percent of the conferences, 3) principals rated the 
IE? conmlttee meetings as being satisfactory (4.5 on a scale of 5) 
overall. 
General school administrators identified 14.6 percent of their time 
as being spent in the performance nf special education administrative 
duties according to the Michigan study completed by Raske (91). The time 
spent participating in IE? meetings consumed the most time of the fifteen 
special education duties Raske identified. 
Related research includes Brown (13) who indicated that: 1) admin­
istrators such as superintendents and principals and regular classroom 
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teachers tended to take a neutral to supportive position toward main-
streaming, 2) these people also agreed with the idea of cooperative plan­
ning and cooperative staffing. 
Nuschy (80) discerned that Texas superintendents were in almost 
complete agreement in their attitudes that the "full mainstreaming" con­
cept for 1) severely handicapped students was not supported, but, 2) it 
will help the mildly handicapped student. 
The amount of specialized education in a large midwestern school 
district was studied by Bullock (14) and he found that 65 percent of the 
elementary school administrators had not taken courses that could be 
identified as related to exceptional children. 
Payne and Murray (cited in Brown, 13) found that urban principals 
are less supportive of the integration of handicapped students into 
schools than are suburban principals. 
Studying attitudes of administrators toward the ma instreaming of 
handicapped children in regular classrooms, DeLeo (22) discovered that 
1) directors of special education had more positive attitudes followed 
by special education teachers, principals, and regular classroom teach­
ers, 2) larger districts have less favorable attitudes than smaller dis­
tricts in regard to integration. 
Continuing an interest in attitudes, Jackson (55) surveyed attitudes 
of administrators and teachers in regard to mainstreaming. In the 
study, administrators were especially concerned about special education 
students being included in regular classrooms. 
Attempting to determine factors that influence principals into 
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acceptance of special education In their building. Marsh (67) discovered 
that the principal's desires includes indepth orientation programs about 
placement procedures and program options. 
Symons (104) like Bullock (14) noted there is lack of special edu­
cation training by principals. 
In Iowa, Holllnger (45) indicated that there is general support 
for special education by general education administrators. 
Hubbard (49) found that present college coursework does not relate 
to placement decisions, attitudes or years of experience in regard to 
integration of handicapped students. 
No significant differences regarding malnstreamlng before and after 
training programs of principals was a conclusion reached by two separate 
researchers in 1976, >tyers and Kyers (74) and Carpenter (16). 
Summary of recent research 
There is interest in the education and administrative role in the 
general area of special education. Authors Brown (13); Nuschy (80); Payne 
and Murray (cited In Brown, 13); DeLeo (22); Jackson (55) and Holllnger 
(45) have surveyed attitudes toward handicapped students. Training com­
ponents and their effectiveness have been investigated by Bullock (14), 
Marsh (67), Symons (104), hfyers and Kyers (74) and Carpenter (16). How­
ever, though somewhat related, the reviewed literature does not address 
Itself directly to the elementary principal and the lEP process. Only 
the studies done by a) Yoshida, Fenton and Kaufman (123); b) Goldstein, 
Strickland, Tumbull and Curry (37); and c) Raske (91) have direct ref­
erences to the administrator in the IE? process. 
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Summary of Indlvldua11zed education 
Individualized education began as early as the one-teacher school, 
although it was not identified by name. Through the years, a variety of 
individualized concepts have been tried. Some of the very early forms, 
such as tutoring, still exist. However, three current plans known as 
IPI, IGE and PLAN are much more complex. 
The existence of many types of programs to individualize was known 
when Congress formulated P.L. 94-142. The law mandates Individual edu­
cation plans (lEPs) for each special education student. Perhaps the lEP 
for special education students is a peak of achievement in the individ­
ualization movement of public education. 
Summary of the Chapter 
Beginning with the changing role of the elementary school princi­
pal, Chapter II has continued to unfold the development of special edu­
cation culminating with P.L. 94-142 noting especially the growth and de­
velopment of individualized education. Because of the implementation of 
P.L. 94-142, elementary principals are probably Involved in the develop­
ment and administration of lEPs. Research Indicated very little atten­
tion has been given to the role of elementary principals in the lEP 
process. To this end. Chapter III will explain research procedure for 
the present study. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This study examined the role of elementary principals In selected 
public school dlstrcits In Iowa. The thrust of the study was to Investi­
gate the Impact on the duties of these administrators due to the federal 
mandate to have Individualized education plans for all special education 
students as a result of P.L. 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped 
Act of 1975. A researcher-made questionnaire was used to ascertain the 
Information. The concern was targeted toward what duties the elementary 
principal traditionally performs and how these were affected by the 
addition of the management responsibilities caused by lEPs. 
The Questionnaire 
The Instrument used consists of three parts. A portion of the ques­
tionnaire addressed specific duties that have been Identified as rele­
vant to the elementary principal's domain. Some of these are traditional 
responsibilities. Others have been listed as appropriate because of the 
requirements of P.L. 94-142 related to lEPs. Another portion of the 
questionnaire concerned Itself with attitudes toward lEPs that the ele­
mentary principal perceives or the teacher perceives as the elementary 
principal's role. The last part of the questionnaire sought demographic 
information. The purpose of it was to gather pertinent information from 
the elementary principals and elementary teachers. Responses were re­
quested regarding years of experience, age, sex, professional prepara­
tion in special education and association with exceptional individuals. 
59 
(The entire questionnaire Is In Appendix B.) The questionnaire was not 
checked for reliability and the validity was not ascertained. Pretesting 
of the questionnaire was done by elementary teachers at the Iowa School 
for the Deaf. 
Population 
The population used In the study Included randomly selected elemen­
tary principals and elementary teachers in Iowa public schools. All have 
been in their respective districts for at least six years. They, there­
fore, have knowledge of their districts both before and after the imple­
mentation of P.L. 94-142 regulations concerning lEPs. The sample in­
cludes 100 elementary principals and 300 elementary teachers in 100 Iowa 
school districts. Approximately 107. of all the public school elementary 
principals were selected as an appropriate sample size. Then, it was 
determined an adequate match was three of each principal's teachers. 
The Iowa Department of Public Instruction provided a computer printout 
of all the elementary principals and teachers (K-6) who had been in their 
respective districts for six or more years as of December 12, 1980. One 
hundred districts were randomly selected. Then the elementary principals 
and elementary teachers used in the research were randomly chosen from 
those districts. 
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Procedure 
The questionnaire (Appendix B) was devised to Identify duties with 
which elementary principals are traditionally occupied. Also, new re­
sponsibilities delegated to them as a result of lEPs were Included. Some 
personal attitude questions were Included along with certain demographic 
Items. In responding, the elementary principals were to Indicate the 
degree of involvement and attitude they have with or about each Item as 
well as the estimated amount of time a task requires by marking a choice 
on a Llkert-type scale. The elementary teachers' responses were simi­
larly acquired. 
The Individuals used In the sample were all mailed the Instrument 
with a cover letter (Appendix A). There were complete directions and a 
return self-addressed stamped envelope. The entire mailing was sent 
April 8, 1981. 
A week later a follow-up phone call was made to those who had not 
replied asking them to please complete the survey and return It. To 
secure the remaining nonrespondents' input, another copy of the question­
naire and appropriate letter (Appendix C) were sent April 29, 1981. The 
final total response was from 79 elementary principals and 177 teachers 
from across the state of Iowa for a total of 256. 
Methods of Statistical Analysis 
The statistical analyses used for securing information included 
appropriate descriptive analyses, t-tests and chl-quare procedures. 
The data from individual questionnaires were all scored and placed 
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on IBM cards. The hypotheses were examined through tests performed using 
the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) and the facilities of 
the Computer Center on the campus of Iowa State University. 
Hypotheses for the Study 
The three hypotheses for the study are: 
Ho: There is no difference in the perception of the role of the 
elementary principal in regard to lEP development when consid­
ering the perceptions of elementary principals and their 
staffs. 
Ho: The elementary principals' perceptions of their role in lEPs 
is Independent of the following factors : 
a) Years of experience 
b) Age 
c) Sex 
d) Educational level 
e) Educational background in special education through 
college credits 
f) Educational background in special education through work­
shops and/or Inservlce experiences. 
g) Association with exceptional Individuals. 
Ho: There is no difference before and after the implementation of 
lEPs when considering the perceptions of elementary principals 
and elementary teachers regarding the amount of time spent on 
the duties of elementary principals. 
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Suntnary 
The study consists of an original random sample of 100 elementary 
principals and 300 elementary teachers In 100 ramdonly chosen Iowa pub­
lic school districts. The participants were all from an Iowa Department 
of Public Instruction listing of individuals who had served in their 
districts for at least six years. 
The instrument used was made expressly for the study by the re­
searcher. It contains demographic material as well as job-related in­
formation. 
The statistical procedure included appropriate descriptive analyses, 
t-tests and chi-square procedures at the .05 significance level. 
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CHAPTER IV. RESULTS OF DATA COLLECTION 
The major purpose of this study was to Identify the Impact upon the 
role of Iowa elementary principals because of the required development 
of Individual education plans (lEPs) as mandated in P.L. 94-142. There­
fore, a sample of one hundred elementary principals and three hundred 
elementary teachers who had been In their respective school districts 
prior to and following the enactment of P.L. 94-142 for a minimum of six 
years was randomly chosen. Three teachers were selected from each prin­
cipal's school within the selected district. 
Each group was asked to respond to a questionnaire that Included 
three parts. Respondents reacted to Part I concerning areas of responsi­
bility and Part II on attitudes by Identifying preferred responses for 
before and after P.L. 94-142 on a Llkert-type five-point scale. The only 
exception was section H of Part I which had blanks which called for per­
centage responses to activities performed before and after October, 1977. 
Part III of the questionnaire called for data which were demographic in 
nature and required blanks to be filled or answers to be chosen from 
given response options (see Appendix B). 
A total of four hundred questionnaires were sent to the principals 
and teachers and two hundred and fifty-six were returned. Of those, 
seventy-nine elementary principals responded representing seventy-nine 
percent of the one hundred principals sampled. One hundred seventy-seven 
of the three hundred elementary teachers returned their questionnaires 
for a response percentage of fifty-nine. Ideally, the larger the response 
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the better, but after the initial mailing, telephone contacts and a 
second mailing of the questionnaire, the timeliness of the research en­
couraged completion of the study based on these returns. 
A description of demographic and other information is presented 
first. Following that, the inferential statistical items are presented. 
All respondents did not answer all of the questions. Therefore, there 
were variations in the nmbers utilised for each item. The tabulations 
were done using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 
through the facilities of the Iowa State University Computer Center. 
Description of Demographic Information 
Each demographic item collected was tallied. Table 7 is a summary 
table of the frequencies and percentages of data regarding the elementary 
principals and elementary teachers who responded to Part III of the 
questionnaire. 
The elementary principals and teachers were asked to report their 
total years of experience. Elementary principals' experiences ranged 
from two to thirty-five years while elementary teachers indicated their 
years of service to be as long as forty years. It was possible for in­
dividuals in the sample to have been in the present district six years 
but not in the specific Job of elementary principal or elementary teacher 
for that time. The Department of Public Instruction could only Identify 
length of time in the district, not the specific Jobs held by persons 
in the sample. 
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Table 7. A sunmary of demographic Information regarding the elementary 
principals and elementary teachers who participated in this 
study 
Elementary Principals Elementary Teachers 
number % number % 
Years of experience 
as principal: 
Less than 10 years 16 28.2 
11-20 40 51.3 
21-35 16 20.5 
Years of experience 
as teacher: 
Less than 10 years 45 37.1 
11-20 70 39.3 
21-35 41 23.0 
40 1 .6 
Age: 
28-35 4 5.6 31 26.5 
36-50 36 50.0 58 49.6 
51-66 32 44.4 28 23.9 
Sex: 
Female 15 20.5 137 87.7 
Male 58 79.5 21 13.3 
Educational level: 
Bachelors degree 23 14.5 
Bachelors + 15 77 48.4 
Masters degree 21 28.8 46 28.9 
Masters + 30 44 60.3 12 7.5 
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Table 7 (Continued) 
Elementary Principals Elementary Teachers 
number % number % 
Educational level: 
Specialist 7 
Doctorate 1 
College credits (semester 
hours) in special education: 
Less than S hours 30 
5-10 26 
11-20 13 
21-30 3 
31 or more 1 
Professional grcwth in special 
education other than earned 
college credits (workshop and/ 
or inservlce experience): 
None 1 
Some 51 
Ntmerous 21 
Association with handicapped 
individuals:* 
No contact 15 
A relative 22 
A close friend 15 
An acquaintance 32 
Teach or work with 33 
9.6 
1.4 
41.1 
35.6 
17.8 
4.1 
1.4 
1.4 
69.9 
28.8 
19.2 
28.2 
19.2 
41.0 
42.3 
89 
57 
8 
1 
3 
60 
84 
15 
65 
28 
20 
29 
46 
.6 
56.3 
36.1 
5.1 
.6 
1.9 
37.7 
52.8 
9.4 
36.5 
15.7 
11.2 
16.3 
25.8 
'Responses in this category could be and often were in more than one 
category. 
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The elementary principals were categorized for descriptive purposes 
Into three groups according to length of experience. There were sixteen 
who had less than ten years of experience. Forty elementary principals 
had between eleven and twenty years experience while sixteen had between 
twenty-one and thirty-five years of experience. 
Elementary teachers had as many as forty years of experience. Cate­
gorizing teachers into groups revealed that forty-five had under ten 
years; seventy had eleven to twenty years; forty-one had twenty-one to 
thirty-five years; and one had forty years experience. 
Age was also reported and the range was from twenty-eight to sixty-
six. To better describe the ages, age was categorized. Group I was iden­
tified as between twenty-eight and thirty-five. Thirty-six through fifty 
was considered Group II. Group III ranged in age from fifty-one through 
sixty-six. 
Separating the respondents into the groups, elementary principals 
and elementary teachers by age yielded the following information: there 
were four elementary principals between twenty-eight and thirty-five 
years of age; thirty-six principals were thirty-six through fifty years 
of age; and thirty-two principals were fifty-one through sixty-six years 
of age. There were thirty-one elementary teachers included in the Group 
I category; fifty-eight In Group II; and twenty-eight people in Group III. 
Information regarding the sex of the respondents was collected. 
There were fifteen female principals and fifty-eight male principals who 
responded. The elementary teachers were predominantly women, one hundred 
thirty-seven. Twenty-one men identified themselves as elementary 
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teachers. 
The elementary principals' educational level data indicated that 
elementary principals had at least a master's degree. For twenty-one, 
the master's level most accurately described their educational level. 
Forty-four principals responded with a master's plus thirty hours level 
while seven had specialist work. One principal has a doctorate. 
The elementary teachers' educational lev-îl tended to be less than 
that of the elementary principals. Twenty-three elementary teachers in­
dicated the bachelor's level as the one that describes their background. 
Seventy-seven teachers had an additional fifteen hours. A master's was 
checked by forty-six respondents, but only twelve held a master's plus 
thirty hours. One teacher had specialist level work. 
When coursework in special education was considered, about forty-
one percent of the elementary principals had less than five hours of 
college work. Twenty-six respondents had between five and ten hours of 
courses in special education. In the eleven to twenty hour group only 
thirteen had done work in the area. Three had between twenty-one and 
thirty hours and only one had more than that. 
The elementary teachers' responses paralleled the elementary prin­
cipals to the extent that most of them had less than ten hours of college 
credit in special education. Eighty-nine teachers had less than five 
hours of work while another fifty-seven had no more than ten. But only 
twelve had more than ten hours; eight were in the eleven to twenty hour 
bracket; one in the twenty-one to thirty hour bracket; and three had 
more than thirty hours in special education. 
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The respondents' professional growth other than college credits 
showed the extent to which elementary principals and elementary teachers 
have participated in workshop and/or Inservlce experiences related to 
special education. 
Elementary principals have availed themselves of opportunities for 
at least "some" growth as ninety-eight percent of the respondents marked 
they had "some" or "numerous" workshop and/or Inservlce experiences In 
special education. 
The teachers also Indicated that they have attended workshop and/or 
inservlce experiences in special education. About one-half of the re­
spondents had been to some workshops and/or Inservlce meetings, but only 
fifteen had been to nunerous meetings. However, as many as thirty-seven 
percent of the teachers had not been involved in workshop and/or in-
service activities. 
When asked about contact with handicapped individuals, the options 
for responding were: 
I have had no contact with handicapped people 
I have a relative who is handicapped 
I have a close friend who is handicapped 
I have an acquaintance who is handicapped 
I teach or work with a person who is handicapped 
It was possible for respondents to mark more than one answer on this 
section of the questionnaire. 
The elementary principals indicated that almost one-fifth of them 
had no contact with the handicapped. Twenty-two elementary principals 
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have a handicapped relative. Only fifteen have close friends who are 
handicapped but thirty-two have acquaintances who have a handicap. 
Mostly, however, elementary principals have contact with the handicapped 
through their work as thirty-three responded to this category. 
The responses from elementary teachers were similar to those of the 
principals. Sixty-five teachera reported no contact with the handicapped. 
Twenty-eight had relatives who are handicapped. The smallest nisober 
(twenty) reported having a close friend who is handicapped. An acquain­
tance with the handicapped was indicated by twenty-nine teachers. Asso­
ciation through teaching or working was marked by forty-six teachers. 
In attempting to develop statements about the hypothesis. 
Ho: The elementary principals' perceptions of their role in lEPs is 
Independent of the following factors: 
a) Years of experience 
b) Age 
c) Sex 
d) Educational level 
e) College courses in special education 
f) Professional growth through workshop and/or inservice experi­
ence, the computer runs utilizing chl-square technique provided initial 
frequency tables with percentages (see Appendix D). A brief general dis­
cussion of them is included in the demographic information because in 
many instances useful inferential statistical outcomes were not achieved. 
Those items where a statistically significant result wss reached are 
addressed in the discussion of inferential statistics which is in the 
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later part of this chapter. 
The elementary principals responded to twenty-five lEP-type activ­
ities. The choices for their responses were "never", "rarely", "some­
times", "usually" and "always". These were examined in regard to the 
Independent variables of years of experience (Appendix D, Table A), 
age (Appendix D, Table B), sex (Appendix D, Table C), educational level 
(Appendix D, Table D), college courses in special education (Appendix D, 
Table E), and professional growth through workshop and/or inservice 
experiences (Appendix D, Table F). 
Those responses which totaled eighty-five percent or more for the 
"usually" and "always" columns were reviewed. Further, there were In­
stances when elementary principals appeared "never" to attend to lEP re­
sponsibilities. Those responses that totaled over fifteen percent were 
itemized as well. 
When considering these six independent variables, four lEP-type 
activities received highly positive responses to indicate that these are 
usually or always done by elementary principals. The activities were: 
Involve other appropriate professionals (audlologists, psychologists, 
etc.) in special education stafflngs, provide input into lEP meetings 
on the capabilities of the school system, provide for the appropriate 
development of lEPs according to P.L. 94-142 requirements, and being re­
sponsible for seeing that each child Is educated in as equitable a fashion 
as possible. 
In contrast, arranging for financing for special education, arrang­
ing for an interpreter, if needed, and devising and filling out lEP 
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related forms were lEP-type activities that many elementary principals 
do not do regardless of their years of experience, age, sex, educational 
level, college courses in special education or participation In work­
shops and/or inservlce experiences concerning special education. 
Other lEP-type activities that received at least two-thirds of the 
responses in the "usually" and "always" columns follow and demonstrate 
the positive perceptions elementary principals have for lEP-type activ­
ities. These nine were marked for all of the variables under discussion. 
They were: 1) provide building space for special education, 2) arrange 
for parent involvement in special education meetings about lEPs, 3) 
arrange for parent involvement, 4) arrange for data collection and stor­
age for special education student files, 5) arrange a place for lEP meet­
ings, 6) publicize and Insure due procpss procedures, 7) provide for the 
implementation of lEPs, 8) specify personnel to be involved in lEP imple­
mentation, and 9) oversee the record-keeping required by lEPs. 
The variable of association with the handicapped which was also a 
part of this hypothesis was examined utilizing the t-test procedure and 
so does not enter into the present discussion, but it is a part of the 
later section on inferential statistics. 
Inferential Data 
This section presents the analyses of data assembled to test the 
three hypotheses of this study. First, differences in perceptions of the 
elementary principal's role comparing elementary teachers views with that 
of their principals were examined. The independence of the elementary 
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principal's perception of the role in lEPs and certain other factors, 
related to years of experience, sex, age, educational background, special 
education background both In college courses and workshop/inservice ex­
periences and association with handicapped Individuals, was explored. 
Lastly, the perception of the effect on traditional elementary princi­
pal roles due to the elementary principal's new role in lEP development 
was analyzed. It should be noted that there were some variations in 
the number of responses because, while each respondent was requested to 
answer all of the questions, some did not. 
First hypothesis 
Ho: There Is no difference in the perception of the role of the 
elementary principal in regard to lEP development when consid­
ering the perceptions of elementary principals and their staffs. 
Table Eight itemizes the lEP-type activities that were used as the 
basis for comparison between perceptions of elementary principals and 
elementary teachers on a matched t-test. The nixnber, mean, standard 
deviation, degrees of freedom and t-value for each item along with nota­
tion of which are significant at the .05 and .01 levels are found in 
this table. 
Three elementary teachers were paired with their elementary princi­
pal in order to obtain the data. The teachers and principals responded 
to lEP-type activities so a comparison could be made about the perceived 
role of the elementary principal in this new area of responsibility. The 
two groups seemed to have similar perceptions on seventeen of the lEP-
type activities. However, eight of the lEP-type activities were 
Table 8. Perceptions of elementary principals and their teachers regarding lEP-type activities 
DEP-type activity Nun&er Mean 
Standard Degrees of t-
deviation freedom value 
Provide building space for Principal 
special education Teacher 
Provide for staff for special Principal 
education Teacher 
Arrange for financing for Principal 
special education Teacher 
Arrange for lEP meetings Principal 
Teacher 
Arrange for parent involve- Principal 
ment in special education Teacher 
meetings about lEPs 
Arrange for utilisation of Principal 
resources beyond the school Teacher 
for special education 
Involve other appropriate Principal 
professionals (audlologlsts. Teacher 
psychologists, etc.) in 
special education stafflngs 
Serve as chairperson of Principal 
lEP team Teacher 
62 
62 
59 
61 
62 
61 
74 
74 
4.21 
3.87 
3.81 
3.43 
2.78 
2.83 
3.95 
3.58 
3.98 
3.70 
3.62 
3.40 
4.35 
4.20 
3.76 
3.68 
1.10 
0.81 
1.46 
1.29 
1.44 
1.32 
1.07 
0.95 
0.93 
0.77 
1.14 
0.85 
0.87 
0.59 
1.20 
0.83 
61 
61 
58 
60 
61 
60 
73 
73 
2.15* 
1.59 
-0.21 
2.60** 
2.06* 
1.47 
1.77 
0.79 
Coordinate and convene comnlt 
tees within the lEP team 
Arrange for parent involve­
ment 
Arrange for an interpreter, 
if needed 
Arrange for student involve­
ment , if needed 
Arrange for data collection 
and storage for special educa 
tion student files 
Arrange place of IE? meeting 
Publicize and insure due 
process procedures 
Provide for implementation 
of lEP 
Provide input into lEP meet­
ings on the capabilities of 
the school system 
Specify personnel to be 
involved in lEP implementa­
tion 
Principal 
Teacher 
Principal 
Teacher 
Principal 
Teacher 
Principal 
Principal 
Teacher 
Principal 
Teacher 
Principal 
Teacher 
Principal 
Teacher 
Principal 
Teacher 
Principal 
Teacher 
4r 
Value is significant at the .05 level. 
**Value is significant at the .01 level. 
3.68 
3.61 
4.07 
3.94 
2.88 
3.18 
3.60 
4.15 
3.97 
1.15 
0.79 
0.94 
0.61 
1.61 
1.11 
1.03 
0.96 
0.74 
74 
74 
67 
74 
60 
0.73 
1.67 
-2.59** 
-0.53 
1.43 
4.20 
3.78 
4.83 
3.65 
4.18 
4.00 
4.31 
3.81 
0.85 
0.85 
0.98 
0.75 
0.92 
0.62 
0.79 
0.73 
60 
59 
60 
58 
2.78** 
3.34** 
1.47 
3.74** 
4.07 
3.85 
0.93 
0.65 60 1.50 
Table 8 (Continued) 
lEP-type activity Number Mean 
Standard Degrees of t-
devlatlon freedom value 
Provide decision-making style Principal 
and rules of order for lEP Teacher 
meetings 
Delineate placement Issues and Principal 
questions to be addressed to Teacher 
the placement comnlttee 
Evaluate the effectiveness Principal 
of the lEP process Teacher 
Devise and fill out lEP- Principal 
related forms Teacher 
Oversee the record-keeping Principal 
required bt lEPs Teacher 
Provide for the appropriate Principal 
development of lEPs according Teacher 
to n.. 94-142 requirements 
Responsible for seeing that Principal 
each child Is educated In Teacher 
as equitable a fashion as 
Is possible 
75 
74 
75 
75 
74 
74 
75 
3.83 
3.83 
3.66 
3.77 
3.75 
3.76 
3.08 
3.43 
3.84 
3.86 
4.18 
4.13 
4.56 
4.56 
1.06 
0.77 
1.13 
0.76 
0.97 
0.67 
1.39 
1.00 
1.16 
0.86 
0.96 
0.78 
0.79 
0.46 
74 
73 
74 
74 
73 
73 
74 
0.04 
-1.21 
-0.14 
-3.45** 
-0.23 
0.50 
0.04 
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significant at the .05 or .01 level to indicate there were differences 
in perceptions between the elementary principal and their elementary 
teachers on these items. 
1) Providing building space for special education, 2) arranging for 
IE? meetings, 3) arranging for parent involvement in special education 
meetings about lEPs, 4) arranging a place for lEP meetings, 5) publiciz­
ing and insu .ng due process procedures, and 6) providing input into lEP 
meetings on the capabilities of the school system were lEP-type activi­
ties that had higher means by the elementary principals than the elemen­
tary teachers. The means were significant at the .01 level for four of 
the six activities. The two that were significant at the .05 level were 
providing building srace for special education and arranging for parent 
involvement in special education meetings about lEPs. 
The means were higher for the elementary teachers on two lEF-type 
activities. Both were significant at the .01 level. They were arrang­
ing for an interpreter, if needed, and devising and filling out lEP-re-
lated forms. 
There is a difference in the way elementary principals and their 
teachers perceive the elementary principal's role in the lEP process when 
considering eight of the lEP-type activities. However, seventeen other 
lEP-type activities were considered by elementary principals and their 
teachers. The elementary principals and their elementary teachers' re­
sponses to these concurred with the hypotheses that there is no differ­
ence in the perception of the role of the elementary principal in regard 
to lEPs when comparing elementary principals and their staffs. 
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Second hypothesis 
Ho: The elementary principal's perception of the role of lEPs is 
independent of the following factors: 
a) Tears of experience 
b) Age 
c) Sex 
d) Educational level 
e) Educational background in special education with college 
credits 
f) Educational background in special education in workshop 
and/or inservice experiences 
g) Association with handicapped individuals in one or more of 
the following ways: 
1) no contact 
2) relationship 
3) an acquaintance 
4) a close friend 
5) teach or work with 
Each of these independent variables except association with the 
handicapped was to be examined using the chi-square statistical test. 
(The original frequency distribution tables are in Appendix D.) Most of 
the factors were nontestable because, even after computer runs to collapse 
the data, too many of the contingency table cells failed to qualify for 
useful chi-square statistical tests. 
For contingency tables larger than 2x2, the lack of con­
tinuity in the distribution resulting from small expected fre­
quencies is of lesser consequence. However, it is suggested that 
when more than 20 percent of the cells have expected frequencies 
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less than 5 and/or any cell has an expected frequency less than 
1, It may be possible to combine adjacent rows and/or columns 
without distorting the data. (44, p. 348) 
The Independent variables of years of experience, age, and educa­
tional level were not testable or were not significant when considering 
the independence of the elementary principals' perceptions and lEP-type 
activities. However, the following chl-square results were valid and 
significant. These are individually described. 
The sex of the elementary principal was a variable used to determine 
if it was independent of lEP-type activities when considering the elemen­
tary principals' perceptions. Of the twenty-five lEP-type activities, 
one of them was a valid test and significant. 
Specifying personnel to be involved in IE? implementation emerged 
as significant at the .05 level when the original frequencies were com­
bined. The elementary principals' responses of "never", "rarely" and 
"sometimes" were combined so that these three columns were tallied 
together as "sometimes or less". The "usually" and "always" responses 
remained separate. The two by three contingency table is in Table Nine. 
Twenty-three male elementary principals always assime responsibility for 
this lEP-type activity. Another nineteen of them usually do this. 
"Specifying personnel to be Involved in IE? implementation" could be 
considered dependent on maleness. 
College credits in special education was an independent variable 
within the elementary principal's background that was considered. Elemen­
tary principals responded by indicating their choice which best described 
their credit hours earned In special education. The choices were less 
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Table 9. The sex of the elementary principal and the elementary prin­
cipals' perceptions when the lEP-type activity Is specifying 
personnel to be Involved In lEP implementation 
Responses of elementary principals 
Sometimes or 
Sex less Usually AIways 
n 7. n % n 7. 
Female 1 (1.4) 10 (13.9) 4 (5.6) 
Male 15 (20.8) 19 (26.4) 23 (31.9) 
Chi square 5.93* 
*Signlflcant at the .05 level. 
than five, five through ten hours, eleven through twenty, twenty-one 
through thirty and thirty-one or more. In order to try to obtain a test­
able contingency table, the responses in the three categories above ten 
hours of credit were ccmbined Into one group. Further, the responses to 
the lEP-type activities were collapsed into three groups. The responses 
of "never", "rarely", and "sometimes" were tabulated together. The 
"usually" and "always" responses remained as separate columns. The con­
tingency table, therefore, was three by three with four degrees of 
freedom. 
A single lEP-type activity became testable and significant at the 
.05 level. It was "arranging for student Involvement , if appropriate". 
As Table Ten indicates, eighteen elementary principals "never", "rarely", 
or "sometimes" attend to this responsibility if they have had less than 
five semester hours in college courses pertaining to special education. 
When the elementary principals had five through eleven hours in special 
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Table 10. The number of college credit hours in special education 
earned by elementary principals and the elementary princi­
pals' perceptions when the lEP-type activity is arranging 
for student involvement, if appropriate 
Responses of elementary principals 
Hours in 
special edu­
cation 
Sometimes or 
less Usually Always 
n % n % n 7. 
Less than 5 18 (25.0) 4 (5.6) 7 (9.7) 
5-10 11 (15.3) 12 (16.7) 3 (4.2) 
11 or more 5 (6.9) 6 (8.3) 6 (8.3) 
Chi square 10.18* 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
education, eleven "never", "rarely", or "sometimes" arrange for student 
Involvement, but another twelve "usually" do. Six responses each were 
tabulated in the "usually" and "always" columns when more than ten hours 
had been earned in special education by elementary principals. However, 
the table is dominated by those elementary principals who have less than 
five credit hours who arrange for student involvement, if appropriate, 
"never", "rarely" or "sometimes". There is a likelihood that the fewer 
college-level courses in special education that elementary principals 
have the less likely they are to "arrange for student Involvement, if 
appropriate". 
Professional growth in special education other than earned college 
credits was ascertained by asking the elementary principals to indicate 
which choice best described their situation when the options were "no", 
"some" or "nianerous" workshops and/or Inservice experiences. For 
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securing statistical Information, the data were collapsed Into a two by 
three contingency table with two degrees of freedom. The single elemen­
tary principal who had no workshop and/or Inservice experience was dropped 
so that only the categories of "some" and "numerous" workshop and/or in-
service experiences remained. The lEP-type activities were collapsed 
into three groups. The responses of "never", "rarely", and "sometimes" 
were put together into one category. The "usually" and "always" re­
sponses remained as separate categories. Two of the lEP-type activities 
seemed to be noteworthy. 
Table Eleven portrays the data for the lEP-type activity of provid­
ing for staff for special education which was significant at the .05 
level. Always twenty-four of the elementary principals with some work­
shop and/or inservlce experience in special education arrange for special 
education staffing. 
Table 11. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservlce experi­
ence in special education and the elementary principals' 
perceptions when the lEP-type activity is providing for staff 
for special education 
Workshop/ 
inservlce 
experience 
Responses of elementary principals 
Sometimes or 
less Usually Always 
7. 7. 7. 
Some 
Numerous 
Chi square 
21 (29.6) 
2  (2 .8 )  
7.14* 
5 
3 
(7.0) 
(4.2) 
24 
16 
(33.8) 
(22.5) 
*Significant at the .05 level. 
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Usually twenty-two of the elementary principals with some workshop 
and/or Inservlce experience In special education arrange for parent In­
volvement In special education meetings about lEPs. As shown In Table 
Twelve, this lEP-type activity was significant at the .01 level. 
Table 12. The elementary principals' workshop and/or Inservlce experi­
ence In special education and the elementary principals' per­
ceptions when the lEP-type activity Is arranging for parent 
Involvement In special education meetings about lEPs 
Responses of elementary principals 
Workshop/ Sometimes of 
Inservlce less Usually Always 
experience n % n % n % 
Some 19 (26.8) 22 (31.0) 9 (12.7) 
Numerous 1 (1.4) 8 (11.3) 12 (16.9) 
Chi square 13.58** 
**Slgnlflcant at the .01 level. 
Arranging for utilization of resources beyond the school for special 
education was an lEP-type activity that was significant at the .01 level 
as well. Identical frequencies of twenty-one in the "sometimes or less" 
and "usually" columns were tallied for elementary principals with some 
workshop and/or Inservlce experiences (see Table Thirteen). 
Again, elementary principals with some workshop and/or inservlce 
experience dominate the contingency table for another lEP-type activity. 
At the .05 level of significance was coordinating and convening commit­
tees within the lEP team. Table Fourteen indicates twenty-two elementary 
principals usually attend to this activity. Another twenty coordinate 
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Table 13. The elementary principals' workshop and/or Inservlce experl 
ence In special education and the elementary principals' 
perceptions when the lEP-type activity Is arranging for 
utilization of resources beyond the school for special edu­
cation 
Workshop/ 
Inservlce 
experience 
Sometimes or 
less Usually Always 
n % n % n % 
Some 21 (30.0) 21 (30.0) 8 (11.4) 
Numerous 5 (7.1) 4 (5.7) 11 (15.7) 
Chi square 11.05** 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 14. The elementary principals' workshop and/or Inservlce experi­
ence In special education and the elementary principals' 
perceptions when the lEP-type activity Is coordinate and 
convene committees within the lEP team 
Workshop/ 
Inservlce 
experience 
Sometimes or 
less Usually AIways 
n % n % n % 
Some 20 (28.2) 22 (31.0) 8 (11.3) 
Numerous 6 (8.5) 6 (8.5) 9 (12.7) 
Chi square 5.88* 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
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and convene coanlttees within the lEP team "sometimes or less". 
Arranging for parent Involvement was an lEF-type activity that was 
testable and significant at the .05 level. As shown in Table Fifteen, 
twenty-six of the elementary principals with some workshop and/or in-
service experience in special education usually involve parents. 
Table 15. The elementary principals' workshop and/or Inservlce experi­
ence in special education and the elementary principals' 
perceptions when the IEP-type activity is arranging for 
parent involvement 
Responses of elementary principals 
Workshop/ Somet mes or 
Inservlce less Usually Always 
experience n % n % n % 
Some 12 (16.9) 26 (36.6) 12 (16.9) 
Numerous 3 (4.2) 6 (8.5) 12 (16.9) 
Chi square 7.27* 
i f  
Significant at the .05 level. 
The lEP-type activity of arranging for student involvement, if 
appropriate, was considered. Data are in Table Sixteen. Twenty-five of 
the elementary principals with some workshop and/or inservlce experience 
in special education Indicated that they perform this activity "sometimes" 
or less". This was true when the significance level was .05. 
Table Seventeen provides the data for the lEP-type activity of 
arranging a place for lEP meetings, which was significant at .01. "Usu­
ally" twenty of those elementary principals with some workshop and/or 
inservlce experience find places for lEP meetings. 
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Table 16. The elementary principals' workshop and/or Inservlce experi­
ence In special education and the elementary principals' 
perceptions when the lEP-type activity Is arranging for 
student Involvement, If appropriate 
Workshop/ 
Inservlce 
Sometimes or 
less Usually Always 
experience n % n 7. n 7. 
Some 25 (35.2) 18 (25.4) 7 (9.9) 
Numerous 8 (11.3) 4 (5.6) 9 (12.7) 
Chi square 7.29* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table 17. The elementary principals' workshop and/or Inservlce experi­
ence In special education and the elementary principals' 
perceptions when the lEP-type activity Is arranging place 
of lEP meetings 
Workshop/ 
Inservlce 
Sometimes or 
less Usually Always 
experience n % n 7. n % 
Some 13 (18.3) 20 (28.2) 17 (23.9) 
Numerous 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 16 (22.5) 
Chi square 10.97** 
Significant at the .01 level. 
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Publicizing and Insuring due process procedures was an lEP-type 
activity significant at the .01 level. Twenty of the elementary princi­
pals with some workshop and/or inservice experience usually assume this 
responsibility. Of those elementary principals with numerous workshop 
and/or inservlce experiences, eighteen always do this lEP-type activity 
(see Table Eighteen). 
Table 18. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservice experi­
ence in special education and the elementary principals' 
perceptions when the lEP-type activity is publicizing and 
insuring due process procedures 
Responses of elementary principals 
Workshop/ Sometimes or 
Inservice less Usually Always 
experience n % n % n % 
Some 13 (18.3) 20 (28.2) 17 (23.9) 
Numerous 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 18 (25.4) 
Chi square 15.84** 
**Signifleant at the .01 level. 
Usually elementary principals with some workshop and/or Inservlce 
experience In special education specify personnel to be Involved in lEP 
implementation. Twenty-six of the elementary principals in the "some" 
group responded this way as shown in Table Nineteen. These data were 
significant at the .01 level. 
The last lEP-type activity that was significant at the .01 level was 
providing decision-making style and rules of order for lEP meetings. The 
twenty-two elementary principals who had experiences in some workshop 
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and/or Inservice activities responded similarly to this responsibility. 
They "never", "rarely" or "sometimes" assume this duty (see Table Twenty), 
Table 19. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservice experi­
ence in special education and the elementary principals' 
perceptions when the lEP-type activity is specify personnel 
to be involved in lEP Implementation 
Workshop/ 
inservice 
experience 
Sometimes or 
less Usually AIways 
n % n % n % 
Some 13 (18.3) 26 (36.6) 11 (15.5) 
Numerous 3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 16 (22.5) 
Chi square 19.09** 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Table 20. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservice experi­
ence in special education and the elementary principals' 
perceptions when the lEF-type activity is to provide decision 
making style and rules of order for lEP meetings 
Workshop/ 
inservice 
Sometimes or 
less Usually AIways 
experience n 7. n % n % 
Some 22 (31.0) 19 (26.8) 9 (12.7) 
Numerous 3 (4.2) 5 (7.0) 13 (18.3) 
Chi square 13.79** 
** 
Significant at the .01 level. 
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Some workshop and/or Inservlce experiences by elementary principals 
seemed to Indicate elementary principals were perceived as generally not 
being totally Involved In certain lEP-type activities. Except for pro­
viding staff for special education which these elementary principals 
always do, responses were "usually" or less. 
Association with the handicapped was treated in a different way from 
the other Independent variables in this hypothesis. A chl-square cross­
ing of the itemized ways for association with the handicapped with the 
lEP-type activity responses was not possible because responses could be 
to more than one kind of association. Individual chl-square tests using 
the categories of association and not being associated did not provide 
information that seemed particularly meaningful to this study. There­
fore, t-tests were run on lEP-type activities to try to determine if 
there were differences between those having association with the handi­
capped in the ways itemized and those having no association with the 
handicapped. Table Twenty-one presents the resulting data. The response 
choices of having a relative, close friend, acquaintance and teaching 
and/or working with the handicapped were combined to indicate some asso­
ciation as contrasted with those who responded they had no contact with 
the handicapped. 
The results revealed that the following lEP-type activities were 
significantly different when the more powerful pooled t-test was util­
ized: 1) provide building space for special education (.01), 2) involve 
other appropriate professionals (audiologists, psychologists, etc.) in 
special education staffing* (.01), 3) arrange for data collection and 
Table 21, Perceptions of elementary principals regarding lEP-type 
activities and their association with the handicapped 
lEP-type activity Number Mean 
Provide building space for 
special education 
No association 
Some association 
15 
60 
3.60 
4.45 
Provide for staff for 
special education 
No association 
Some association 
15 
60 
2.87 
4.15 
Arrange for financing for 
special education 
No association 
Some association 
15 
58 
2.40 
2.98 
Arrange for lEP meetings No association 
Some association 
15 
59 
3.60 
4.02 
Arrange for parent involve­
ment in special education 
meetings about lEPs 
No association 
Some association 
15 
60 
3.67 
4.00 
Arrange for utilization of 
resources beyond the school 
for special education 
No association 
Some association 
15 
59 
3.87 
3.68 
Involve other appropriate 
professionals (audiologists, 
psychologists, etc.) in 
special education staffings 
No association 
Some association 
15 
59 
3.80 
4.51 
Serve as chairperson of 
lEP team 
No association 
Some association 
15 
59 
3.80 
3.73 
Coordinate and convene 
committees within the 
lEP team 
No association 
Some association 
15 
60 
4.13 
3.55 
Arrange for parent involve­
ment 
No association 
Some association 
15 
60 
3.93 
4.10 
Arrange for an interpreter, 
if needed 
No association 
Some association 
15 
53 
3.53 
2.75 
*Value is significant at the .05 level. 
**Value is significant at the .01 level. 
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Standard Degrees of Pooled Degrees of Separate 
deviation F-value freedom t-va lue freedom t-value 
0.83 
1.05 
1.36 
1.36 
1.30 
1.55 
0.74 
1.14 
0.72 
1.03 
0.52 
1.22 
1.01 
0.77 
0.77 
1.28  
0.52 
1.23 
0,59 
0.99 
1.13 
1.72 
1.60 73 2.92** 
1.01** 21.64 -3.28** 
1.43 71 -1.34 
2.38 72 -1.35 
2.01 73 -1.18 
5.62** 55.31 0.91 
1.72 72 -2.97** 
2.75* 36.14 0.27 
5.65** 55.29 2.82** 
2.76* 35.93 -0.84 
2.34 66 1.65 
Table 21 (Continued) 
lEP-type activity Number Mean 
Arrange for student 
involvement, if needed 
Arrange for data collection 
and storage for special 
education student files 
No association 15 
Some association 60 
No association IS 
Some association 60 
3.07 
3.75 
3.60 
4.35 
Arrange place of IE? 
meeting 
Publicize and Insure due 
process procedures 
Provide for implementation 
of lEP 
Provide input into lEP 
meetings on the capabilities 
of the school system 
Specify personnel to be 
Involved in lEP implementa­
tion 
No association 15 
Some association 60 
No association 15 
Some association 60 
No association 15 
Some association 59 
No association 15 
Some association 59 
No association 15 
Some association 60 
3.73 
4.32 
3.87 
4.25 
3.80 
4.29 
3.80 
4.47 
3.80 
4.15 
Provide decis ion-making 
style and rules of order 
for lEP meetings 
Delineate placement issues 
and questions to be 
addressed to the placement 
committee 
No association 15 
Some association 60 
No association 15 
Some association 59 
3.80 
3.83 
3.53 
3.69 
Evaluate the effectiveness 
of the lEP process 
Devise and fill out lEP-
related forms 
No association 15 
Some association 60 
No association 15 
Some association 60 
3.80 
3.73 
3.67 
2.93 
Oversee the record­
keeping required by lEPs 
No association 15 
Some association 60 
1.73 
2.48 
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Standard Degrees of Pooled Degrees of Separate 
deviation F-value freedom t-value freedom t-value 
0.54 
1.07 
0.83 
0.92 
0.59 
0.93 
0.83 
1.04 
0.68 
0.95 
0.56 
0.82 
0.56 
0.97 
0.68 
1.12  
0.64 
1 . 2 2  
0.56 
1.06 
0.49 
1.51 
1.39 
1.51 
3.23** 39.65 -3.32** 
1.23 73 -2.88** 
2.45 73 -2.31* 
1.54 73 -1.33 
1.97 72 -1.87 
2.12 72 -3.01** 
3.00* 37.84 -1.83 
2.76* 35.89 -0.15 
3.64** 54.73 -0.70 
3.54** 41.99 0.34 
9.52** 68.23 3.17** 
1.19 72 -1.74 
Table 21 (Continued) 
lEP-type activity Number Mean 
Provide for the appro­
priate development of lEPs 
according to P,L, 94-142 
requirements 
No association 15 
Some association 59 
4.13 
4.20 
Responsible for seeing that 
each child is educated in 
as equitable a fashion as 
is possible 
No association 15 
Some association 60 
4.33 
4.63 
95 
Standard Degrees of Pooled Degrees of Separate 
deviation F-value freedom t-value freedom t-value 
4.11** 43.33 -0.37 
0.62 
0.82 1.78 73 -1.32 
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storage for special education student files (.01), 4) arrange for the 
place of IEP meetings (.05), 5) and provide Input into IEP meetings on 
the capabilities of the school system (.01). 
Using the separate t-test, these lEP-type activities were signifi­
cant at the .01 level: 1) provide for staff for special education, 2) 
coordinate and convene committees within the lEP team, 3) arrange for 
student Involvement, if appropriate, and 4) devise and fill out lEP-re-
lated forms. 
Upon examination of the means which tested with at least a .05 level 
of significance, the elementary principals who had some association with 
the handicapped evidently were more likely to involve themselves in the 
following six activities; 1) provide building space for special educa­
tion, 2) provide staff for special education, 3) involve other appropri­
ate professionals in special education stafflngs, 4) arrange for student 
involvement, if appropriate, 5) arrange for data collection and storage 
for special education student files, and 6) provide input into lEP meet­
ings on the capabilities of the school system. The elementary principals 
with no contact with the handicapped Influenced the means by their re­
sponses to these three lEP-type activities: 1) coordinate and convene 
committees within the IE? team, 2) arrange the place of lEP meetings, 
and 3) devise and fill out lEP-related forms. 
A review of all twenty-five lEP-type activity means revealed that, 
regardless of the significance level, eighteen of the means were higher 
when there was some association with the handicapped. The other seven 
means were higher when there had been no association with the 
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handicapped. 
The perceptions of the elementary principals In regard to lEP-type 
activities did not seem to be Influenced by association with the handi­
capped except In the six Instances that were discussed. 
Third hypothesis 
Ho: There is no difference before and after the Implementation 
of lEPs when considering the perceptions of elementary prin­
cipals and elementary teachers regarding the amount of time 
spent on the duties of elementary principals. 
Respondents to the questionnaire were asked to give their percep­
tions of how typical tasks of the elementary principal were performed 
before and after October, 1977, which was when lEPs were to be imple­
mented by federal mandate. Then, correlated t-tests were applied to the 
combined responses of the elementary principals and elementary teachers 
to secure the results based on "before" and "after" scores. As shown 
in Table Twenty-two, the Itemized t-values were significant at the .01 
level for all Independent variables with the exception of six. The six 
that were not significant were amounts of time spent on responsibilities. 
They were : 
1) Instruction and curriculum development 
2) Pupil personnel 
3) Staff personnel 
4) Community-school relationship 
5) Organization and structure 
6) School finances and business activities 
Table 22. Perceptions of elementary principals and teachers regarding administrative 
responsibilities and attitudes pertaining to special education 
Area of responsibility and attitude Number 
Mean Degrees 
of Standard of 
time deviation freedom t-value 
Part I. Responsibilities 
A. Instruction and Curriculum Development 
Provide for the formulation of Before 
curriculum objectives After 
Provide for the determination Before 
of curriculum content and After 
organization 
Relate the desired curriculum Before 
to available time, physical After 
facilities and personnel 
Provide materials, resources Before 
and equipment for the in- After 
structlonal program 
Provide for the supervision Before 
of instruction After 
Provide for Inservice education Before 
of instructional personnel After 
B. Pupil Personnel 
Initiate and maintain a system of Before 
child accounting and attendance After 
236 
236 
236 
234 
232 
233 
235 
3.64 
4.04 
3.63 
4.04 
3.81 
4.09 
3.92 
4.22 
4.01 
4.27 
3.61 
3.91 
4.00 
4.27 
0.95 
0.77 
0.93 
0.77 
0.94 
0.75 
0.90 
0.72 
0.97 
0.81 
0.98 
0.86 
0.99 
0.86 
235 
235 
235 
233 
231 
232 
234 
8.01** 
9.01** 
6.05** 
7.03** 
5.89** 
6.15** 
5.99** 
Institute measures for the 
orientation of pupils 
Provide for counseling services 
Provide health services 
Provide for individual 
inventory services 
Arrange systematic procedure for 
the continual assessment and 
interpretation of pupil growth 
Establish means for dealing with 
pupil irregularities (such as 
discipline) 
C. Staff Personnel 
Provide for the recruitment 
of staff personnel 
Select and assign staff 
personnel 
Develop a system of staff 
personnel records 
Stimulate and provide 
opportunities for profes­
sional growth of staff 
personnel 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
**Value is significant at the .01 level. 
Ifl - 5.91« 
"5 3^6 O.ll 
227 226 - 8.66« 
lin Sias ' 8-"** 
"5 Ift 2:" - 5-"** 
2^ also Î:" "3 - 6.43» 
3!" î:" 
3:%3 î:05 - '•»»** 
234 233 - 5.26" 
Table 22 (Continued) 
Area of responsibility and attitude 
D. Conmunity-School Relationship 
Determine the educational Before 
services the school renders and After 
hew such services are conditioned 
by comnunity forces 
Help to develop and implement Before 
plans for the improvement of After 
comnunity life 
Develop an efficient program Before 
of operation and maintenance After 
of the physical plant 
Provide for the safety of pupils, Before 
personnel and equipment After 
E. Organization and Structure 
Develop a staff organization Before 
as a means of implementing After 
the educational objectives 
of the school program 
Organize lay and professional Before 
groups for participation in After 
educational planning and other 
activities 
Mean Degrees 
of Standard of 
Number time deviation freedom t-value 
3:51 2:9Î - '•"** 
"0 3:26 ô:% "8 - 7.28»* 
231 0.98 230 - 6.08** 
231 J*" 230 - 4.48** 4.37 0.73 
3:1? oilo 
Lis 0.1? • '•<"** 
School Finance and Business Activities 
Prepare the school budget 
Account for school monies 
Account for school property 
lEP-Type Activities 
Provide building space for 
special education 
Provide for staff for special 
education 
Arrange for financing for 
special education 
Arrange for lEP meetings 
Arrange for parent involvement 
in special education meetings 
about lEPs 
Arrange for utilization of 
resources beyond the school for 
special education 
Arrange place of lEP meeting 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Publicize and insure due 
process procedures 
Provide for implementation 
of lEP 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
223 222 - 6.52« 
"3 2:2, i:il 222 - 2.76^  
9^9 UM "8 - 11.00" 
lil î-'ls 
2:™ i;" 
3:69 iiu 
3:7! J;?o "5 -
3;S l:o6 
226 2 "15 225 - 18.18** 
222 3*g5 I'o* 221 - 16.20** 
224 i:o2 Ô:# • "•"** 
Table 22 (Continued) 
Area of responsibility and attitude 
G. lEP-Type Activities (Continued) 
Provide input into IE? meet- Before 
Ings on the capabilities of After 
the school system 
Specify input into lEP meet- Before 
ings on the capabilities of After 
the school system 
Provide decision-making style Before 
and rules of order for lEP After 
meetings 
Delineate placement issues and Before 
questions to be addressed to After 
the placement comnittee 
Involve other appropriate Before 
professionals (audiologists, After 
psychologists, etc.) in special 
education staffings 
Serve as chairperson of lEP Before 
team After 
Coordinate and convene commit- Before 
tees within the lEP team After 
Arrange for parent involvement Before 
After 
Mean Degrees 
of Standard of 
Number time deviation freedom t-va lue 
"5 3:% J:^5 
227 2.00 1.36 . 21.26» 
3:% 1:1° 
Î.M - "•"** 
o:# 
217 3*5° 216 - 17.39** 
5;" i'.io "9 - 18.76»» 
227 I'll 226 - 15.64« 
Arrange for an interpreter, Before 
If needed After 
Arrange for student involve- Before 
ment, if needed After 
Arrange for data collection and Before 
storage for special education After 
student files 
Evaluate the effectiveness of Before 
the lEP process After 
Devise and fill out lEP-re- Before 
lated forms After 
Oversee the record-keeping Before 
required by lEPs After 
Provide for the appropriate devel- Before 
opment of lEPs according to P.L. After 
94-142 requirements 
Responsible for seeing that each Before 
child is educated in as equitable After 
a fashion as is possible 
Percentage of Time Spent on Responsibilities 
Instruction and curriculum 
development 
Pupil personnel 
Staff personnel 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Community-school relationship Before 
After 
3';^  l:3« 210 - 14.89« 
Lis î;o2 
I'.ll o.tl 
3;?' o.ll - "•"** 
1:11 î;2o - ".io« 
L" îlos Z'» - 20.68" 
1:S3 0.11 "0 - ".93« 
1:11 0:73 "5 - 9.78« 
11:30 
uisi ll:ll - 1.08 
}2;Jo ilao "5 - 1.01 
5:35 Î6:49 
Table 22 (Continued) 
Area of responsibility and attitude Number 
Mean 
of 
time 
Standard 
deviation 
Degrees 
of 
freedom t-va lue 
H. Percentage of Time Spent on Responsibilities (Continued) 
Organization and structure 
School finances and business 
activities 
lEP-type activities 
Part II. Attitudes 
Education of all children 
is a public responsibility 
Special education takes too 
much money 
Present school facilities can 
accommodate handicapped children 
lEPs are worthwhile 
lEPs take too much time 
The elementary principal should 
be an Integral part of the lEP 
process 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
256 
256 
256 
226 
222 
227 
212 
211 
217 
10.12 
9.43 
7.29 
7.71 
3.41 
6.86 
4.25 
4.53 
2.77 
3.03 
2.85 
3.42 
2.78 
4.06 
2.24 
3.05 
2.65 
4.31 
18.58 
18.02 
14.62 
15.08 
10.99 
13.12 
0.76 
0.61 
0.90 
1.13 
0.91 
0.90 
1.25 
0.75 
1.02 
0.95 
1.39 
0.81 
255 
255 
255 
225 
221 
226 
211 
210 
216 
1.29 
0.69 
6.01** 
6.74** 
4.15** 
8.42** 
15.96** 
9.41** 
18.00** 
The elementary principals' 
time would be more productive 
for education if lEPs were not 
a part of the responsibilities 
The elementary principal has the 
abilities to be effective in the 
lEP process 
The elementary principal has the 
time to be effective in the IE? 
process 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
Before 
After 
214 
214 
216 
2.17 
2.75 
0.93 
0.97 213 7.39** 
2.79 
4.14 
1.25 
0.77 213 - 15.19** 
2.69 
3.93 
1.19 
0.94 215 13.79** 
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There was not a significant change in the time elementary princi­
pals devote to these responsibilities, but close examination of the means 
shows slight changes have occurred for three of the responsibilities, 
"instruction and curriculum," "community-school relationship," and 
"school finances and business activities." "Pupil personnel," "staff 
personnel" and "organization and structure" decreased. The lEP-type 
activities which were significant at the .01 level has been done by some 
elementary principals before the passage of P.L. 94-142. However, after 
the law went into effect the mean percentage of time devoted to lEP-type 
responsibilities virtually doubled, from 3.41 to 6.86, indicating about 
twice as much time was spent on these activities after the law became 
effective. 
Considering all the data on hypotheses three, except for the time 
spent on six of the seven areas of responsibility which did not differ 
appreciably after October, 1977, there Is a difference in the way work 
is done by elementary principals in all the areas of responsibility. 
Looking at the means of the responses, the respondents seem to per­
ceive increased Involvement in all of the traditional responsibilities 
assigned to elementary principals. The additional lEP responsibilities 
have Increased the total work load of elementary principals. Even those 
queries about use of time which were not significant at the .05 level had 
Increased means except only three of the entire questionnaire which de­
creased, use of time for "pupil personnel," "staff personnel," and "organ­
ization and structure," after P.L. 94-142 went into effect in October, 
1977. Both elementary principals and elementary teachers perceive the 
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role of elementary principal as being more involved in every aspect of 
the position traditionally assigned to elementary principals. They 
further perceive the elementary principal as being more Involved in the 
lEP process. Along with these responsibilities, the attitudes toward 
students requiring special education seem to have become more positive. 
Sunnary 
The contents of this chapter included the analyses of data secured 
from responses to a questionnaire sent to elementary principals and 
elementary teachers in Iowa. Various descriptive analyses, t-tests and 
chl-square procedures were used. 
The first portion of the chapter presented a descriptive analysis 
of demographic and other information provided by the respondents. In 
later parts of the chapter, the investigator portrayed and discussed the 
statistical results of t-tests and chl-square procedures which addressed 
the three hypotheses of the study. Numerous tables were utilized to 
present the results. 
Further discussion of the findings of the three hypotheses and 
other information will be provided in Chapter Five. 
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CHAPTER V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
Education has undergone changes pertaining to special education 
during the past few years. With the court decisions and ensuing legis­
lation regarding civil rights, beginning in 1954, an awareness for the 
consideration of students with special needs became a national concern. 
Pressure from numerous advocacy groups caused schools to begin examin­
ing their programs. 
In 1975, Congress passed Public Law 94-142, The Education for All 
Handicapped Act. While previous legislation had provided for a variety 
of aids for the handicapped, P.L. 94-142 was a broad and farreaching 
law with a mandate to the nation's schools to provide free appropriate 
education to all children between the ages of three and twenty-one. The 
law Included details on the scope of the requirements. 
One segment of the law required an individual education program 
(lEP) for each student identified as needing special education. Iowa has 
been attempting to Implement the lEP requirement which went into effect 
October, 1977. Administratively, the lEP has become a management tool 
that affects every school district. Interpretation is ongoing regarding 
the involvement of administrative personnel in the lEP process. The 
present study considered Iowa elementary principals' and elementary 
teachers' perceptions of the elementary principals' role in lEPs. Other 
considerations were the elementary principals' and elementary teachers' 
attitudes toward special education and the impact lEPs have had on the 
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traditional roles of elementary principals. 
The population for the study consisted of four hundred subjects 
chosen from one hundred school districts In Iowa. One hundred elemen­
tary principals and three hundred elementary teachers were selected. 
The returned questionnaires were the responses of seventy-nine, or 
seventy-nine percent, of the elementary principals and one hundred 
seventy-seven, or fifty-nine percent, of the elementary teachers. 
A questionnaire was developed by the researcher for the collection 
of data for the study. The questionnaire consisted of three parts: 
1) areas of responsibility, 2) attitudes, and 3) demographic Information. 
Part I and Part II were scored on a Llkert-type scale for before and 
after October, 1977, the date when the lEP segment of P.L. 94-142 went 
Into effect. Demographic Information was filled In by the respondents 
to further address this study. The questionnaire was developed to deter­
mine If the lEP-type activities Impacted upon the traditional role and 
attitudes of elementary principals. General comments have been made 
among administrators that the lEP process is time consuming and impedes 
other responBlbilities. Research has been minimal in this area. 
The responses on the questionnaires were key-punched on IBM cards. 
The data were analyzed at the Computer Center on the Iowa State Univer­
sity campus using the Statistical Package for Social Studies (SPSS). 
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Findings of the Study 
Three hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of significance. 
Ho: There is no difference in the perception of the role of the 
elementary principal in regard to lEP development when consid­
ering the perceptions of elementary principals and their staffs. 
This hypothesis was retained when considering seventeen of the lEP-
type activities. However, the remaining eight lEP-type activities showed 
differences between the elementary principals and the elementary teachers 
in the perception of the elementary principal's role in lEPs. Using a 
matched t-test, elementary teachers seemed to think that elementary 
principals are more likely to arrange for an interpreter, if needed, and 
devise and fill out lEP-related forms than the elementary principals per­
ceive that they do. The following six lEP-type activities were considered 
a greater responsibility by elementary principals than their staffs 
realized: 1) providing building space for special education, 2) arrang­
ing for lEP meetings, 3) arranging for parent Involvement in special 
education meetings about lEPs, 4) arranging for a place for lEP meetings, 
5) publicizing and insuring due process procedures, and 6) providing 
input into lEP meetings on the capabilities of the school system. 
Ho; The elementary principals' perceptions of their role in lEPs 
is Independent of the following factors: 
1) Years of experience 
2) Age 
3) Sex 
4) Educational level 
Ill 
5) Educational background in special education through 
college credits 
6) Educational background in special education through 
workshops and/or Inservlce experiences 
7) Association with handicapped individuals 
Using the .05 level of significance, this hypothesis was tested 
through the use of chi square. The results were mixed. Much of the data 
could not be appropriately collapsed into testable contingency tables. 
However, there were some items that provided valid tests which were sig­
nificant at the .05 or .01 level. 
The Independent variables of years of experience, age, and educa­
tional level were not testable or significant at the .05 level when con­
sidering any of the lEP-type activities. 
Other findings which were valid about the variables of sex and 
college credits in special education follow. 
Being male seemed to be associated with specifying personnel to be 
involved in lEP implementation, so in this situation, the data did not 
concur with the hypothesis. 
Elementary principals with less than five semester hours in special 
education through college courses "never", "rarely", or "sometimes" 
arrange for student involvement, if appropriate, in the lEP process. 
This was true when the other two responses were "usually" and "always". 
These data also did not concur with this hypothesis. 
Elementary principals having "some" workshop and/or inservlce ex­
perience in special education as contrasted with "numerous" experiences, 
perform nine lEP-type activities according to their responses of "usually" 
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or less. These lEP-type activities are: 1) arrange for parent Involve­
ment In special education meetings about lEPs, 2) arranging for utiliza­
tion of resources beyond the school for special education, 3) coordinate 
and convene committees within the lEP team, 4) arrange for parent in­
volvement, 5) arrange for student Involvement, if appropriate, 6) 
arrange for a place for IE? meetings, 7) publicizing and insuring due 
process procedures, 8) specify personnel to be involved in IE? imple­
mentation, and 9) provide decision-making style and rules of order for 
IE? meetings. However, the principals with some workshop and/or in-
service experiences always provide staff for special education. The data, 
then, did not concur with the hypothesis. 
Association with the handicapped was the last variable studied. 
Differences between having "some" association with the handicapped and 
"not having contact" with the handicapped were apparent when considering 
nine lEP-type activities. The elementary principals who had "some" asso­
ciation with the handicapped evidently were more likely to be involved 
in these six lEP-type activities: 1) provide building space for special 
education, 2) provide staff for special education, 3) Involve other 
appropriate professionals in special education stafflngs, 4) arrange for 
student involvement, if appropriate, 5) arrange for data collection and 
storage for special education student files, and 6) provide input on the 
capabilities of the school system. 
The elementary principals who had no contact with the handicapped 
seemed to be more involved in coordinating and convening committees 
within the lEP team, arranging a place for lEP meetings, and devising 
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and filling out lEP-related forms. 
In conclusion, perceptions of elementary principals In regard to 
lEP-type activities were significantly Influenced by association with 
the handicapped In only six of the twenty-five activities. 
Ho: There Is no difference before and after the Implementation of 
lEPs when considering the perceptions of elementary principals 
and elementary teachers regarding the amount of time spent on 
the duties of elementary principals. 
Using a correlated t-test, the data did not support the hypothesis 
for all Items of responsibility at the .01 level of significance except 
for six of the seven areas of responsibility pertaining to the use of 
time. Those six Items seemed to retain the hypothesis. They were: 1) 
Instruction and curriculum development, 2) pupil personnel, 3) staff 
personnel, 4) community-school relationships, 5) organization and 6) 
structure and school finances and business activities. 
Conclusions 
1) Sometimes elementary principals and elementary teachers perceive 
the role of the elementary principal In regard to lEPs differently, 
a) The six lEP-type activities that were perceived as a greater 
responsibility of elementary principals by the elementary 
principals In contrast to their teachers' responses were 1) pro­
viding building space for special education, 2) arranging for 
lEP meetings, 3) arranging for parent Involvement In special 
education meetings about lEPs, 4) arranging a place for lEP 
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meetings, 5) publicizing and insuring due process procedures, 
and 6) providing input into lEP meetings on the capabilities 
of the school system. 
b) Elementary teachers indicated that they perceived elementary 
principals spending more time on arranging for an interpreter, 
if needed and devising and filling out lEP-related forms than 
the elementary principals seemed to think they do. 
2) Four lEP-type activities "usually" or "always" are performed by 
elementary principals. These are: 1) involve other appropriate 
professionals in special education staffings, 2) provide input into 
lEP meetings on the capabilities of the school system, 3) provide 
for the appropriate development of lEPs according to P.L. 94-142 
requirements, and 4) assume responsibility for seeing that each 
child is educated in as equitable a fashion as possible. 
3) Three lEP-type activities tend not to be done by elementary prin­
cipals. They are: 1) providing an interpreter, if needed, 2) 
arranging for financing for special education, and 3) devising and 
filling out lEP-related forms. 
4) Specifying personnel to be involved in lEP implementation is more 
likely to be done by male elementary principals. 
5) When elementary principals have little training in special educa­
tion, they are not likely to be involved in arranging for student 
Involvement in lEPs. 
6) Elementary principals with some, rather than numerous, workshop 
and/or Inservlce experiences in special education always provide 
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staff for special education. 
7) Often only "some" workshop and/or Inservlce experience In special 
education was participated in by elementary principals. This seemed 
to indicate that elementary principals were not totally involved. 
Often, however, they assumed responsibility for the following lEP-
type activities: 1) arranging for parent involvement in special 
education meetings about lEPs, 2) arranging for utilization of re­
sources beyond the school for special education, 3) coordinating 
and convening committees within the lEP team, 4) arranging for 
parent involvement, 5) arranging for student Involvement, if appro­
priate, 6) arranging a place for IE? meetings, 7) publicizing and 
insuring due process procedures, 8) specifying personnel to be in­
volved in IE? implementation, and 9) providing decision-making 
style and rules of order for lEP meetings. 
8) Association with the handicapped seemed to positively affect the 
elementary principals' perceptions of the following lEP-type activ­
ities: 1) provide building space for special education, 2) provide 
staff for special education, 3) involve other appropriate profes­
sionals In special education staffings, 4) arrange for student in­
volvement, if appropriate, 5) arrange for data collection and stor­
age for special education student files, and 6) provide input into 
lEP meetings on the capabilities of the school system. 
9) Elementary principals having no contact with the handicapped had 
different perceptions than those who associated with the handicapped 
and seemed more likely to assume these three lEP-type activities 
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were considered; 1) coordinate and convene committees within the 
lEP team, 2) arrange the place of lEP meetings, and 3) devise and 
fill out lEP-related forms. 
There Is a difference in how elementary principals perform adminis­
trative functions since the additional responsibility of lEPs be­
came mandated. 
a) Elementary principals appear to do more in every area of re­
sponsibility since October, 1977. 
b) Elementary principals have not significantly increased the amount 
of time spent on traditional responsibilities since lEPs were 
required. 
c) lEP-type activities require about twice as much of the elemen­
tary principal's time as they did before P.L. 94-142 went into 
effect. 
d) Pupil personnel Is an area of responsibility that takes slightly 
less time now than before October, 1977. Included in this area 
of responsibility are initiating and maintaining a system of 
child accounting and attendance, instituting measures for the 
orientation of pupils, provideing counseling services, provid­
ing health services, arranging systematic procedures for the 
continual assessment and interpretation of pupil growth and 
establishing means for dealing with pupil irregularities. 
e) Staff personnel is an area of responsibility that takes slightly 
less time now than before October, 1977. This responsibility 
refers to providing for the recruitment of staff personnel, 
selection and assignment of staff personnel, developing a sys­
tem of staff personnel records and stimulating and providing 
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opportunities for professional growth of staff personnel. 
f) Organization and structure Is an area of responsibility that 
takes slightly less time now than before October, 1977. This 
refers to activities such as developing staff organizations for 
the purpose of implementing the educational objectives of the 
school program and/or organizing lay and professional groups 
outside the school for participation in educational planning 
or other relevant activities. 
Discussion 
Elementary principals have additional administrative functions be­
cause of the mandate of P.L. 94-142. One of them is the development and 
management of lEPs for each handicapped student. The present study has 
been an attempt to research the Impact on the role of the elementary 
principal due to the development and administration of lEPs. Since 
there is very little research or even literature that addresses this sub­
ject, this investigation was undertaken to explore how the role of the 
elementary principal may have been affected by the imposition of major 
expectations in the area of special education. 
School administrators, teachers, parents or guardians, and, if 
appropriate, students are designated by P.L. 94-142 to form a team or 
committee to formulate the lEP for each special education student. The 
emphasis for this study focused upon the elementary principal as admin­
istrator. Another member of the team should be the teacher. Therefore, 
these two positions were used as sources for the population of the study. 
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Areas of responsibility that have been traditionally assigned to 
the elementary principal plus lEP responsibilities were the basis for 
Part I of the questionnaire. These were identified activities elemen­
tary principals could be expected to address as a responsibility of their 
position. In Part II, attitudes were assessed. The elementary princi­
pals and elementary teachers were asked to provide responses that best 
described their perceptions of the time spent on these responsibilities 
or their reaction to attitudinal statements before and after the advent 
of lEPs in October, 1977. Statistically, the results indicated that 
the two groups do differ in their perceptions of the role of the elemen­
tary principal in regard to lEPs on some of the responsibilities. 
Conments written on some of the returned questionnaires provide 
Interesting potential for conjecture; 
"I don't know just what our principal does." 
"I wonder what a principal is supposed to do." 
Other cannents were referenced to the lEP segment of the questionnaire: 
"Don't have lEPs at our school." 
"We don't have special education at our school." 
"I have never seen an lEP or had any special students." 
"I'm totally 'dumb' about this subject. I've never had any 
students who required an IE? and therefore don't know the 
procedures." 
Teachers included positive comments about their principals such as 
the following: 
"The principal of our school has shown great concern for all chil­
dren's education for many years. The lEP has helped focus atten­
tion and made the programs more concrete and measurable in terms 
of test data and programs offered." 
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"We have an excellent elementary principal, and my observation is 
that she definitely has the abilities to be effective in the lEP 
process. She active in the lEP process, and whether or not she 
has the time for all the things she does is Irrelevant. She simply 
takes the time to be there when she's needed." 
The indications of inadequate knowledge of the role of an elemen­
tary principal could perhaps indicate a need to educate teachers on ad­
ministrative responsibilities. 
The second hypothesis delved into the independence of the elemen­
tary principal's perception of the role of the elementary principal in 
lEPs and certain other factors. Elementary principals have evidently 
had opportunities for growth through workshops and inservice type experi­
ences and have taken advantage of them. Possibly workshops and inservice 
activities have been the major source of information about P,L, 94-142 
and lEPs. Should higher education also be publicizing and offering 
courses in special education that address these functions of the elemen­
tary principals? This study seems to bear out the findings of Bullock 
(14) and Symons (104) that elementary school administrators have not 
taken courses that could be identified as related to special education. 
As Hollinger (45) indicated, there seems to be general support for 
special education by educational administrators. This study attempted 
to determine if personal associations with the handicapped affected 
elementary principals' support of special education, but the results in 
reference to the lEP-type activities in which the elementary principals' 
perceptions of the role of lEPs were tested did not indicate differences 
except in six of the twenty-five activities regarding association with 
the handicapped. There were indications that the elementary principals 
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have positive reactions to special education, however. 
The third major area investigated what impact the addition of lEP 
activities to the elementary principals* position had on the way the 
elementary principal performs. Elementary principals seem to do things 
differently than before but they have not changed their use of time very 
much. 
Close scrutiny of the data showed that elementary principals seem 
to perceive increased involvement in all areas of responsibility since 
lEPs became effective. Although not statistically significant, more 
time was involved in the areas of instruction and curriculum development, 
community-school relationships and school finances and business activi­
ties. Organization and structure, pupil personnel and staff personnel 
require less time than it did before October, 1977. The lEP-type activ­
ities doubled in the amount of time consumed in this type of responsi­
bility. 
The small changes in use of time makes one ponder. How do elemen­
tary principals have enough time to do everything they did before and 
take on new responsibilities as well? 
Hughes and Ubben (50) found that elementary principals' unoccupied 
time averaged three percent and indicated it to be as much as ten percent 
in some cases. Further, another ten percent of time was spent in "other" 
self-renewal activities. Could these times be where elementary princi­
pals make up for the time now used for special education? 
Another consideration might be that more efficient use of time 
through time management techniques makes increased responsibilities 
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possible. Or, perhaps work is being delegated to others although the 
basic responsibility remains with the elementary principal. 
As schools consider concerns, such as budget cuts or shrinking en­
rollments, the role of the elementary principal may be in a state of 
flux. With the added responsibilities of P.L. 94-142, elementary princi­
pals have additional work to do. Therefore, having a shared role such 
as superintendent and elementary principal or being administrator of a 
second elementary building, probably are not viable options at the 
present time. 
Limitations 
The study pertained only to selected public elementary schools in 
Iowa. The sample included selected elementary principals and elementary 
teachers who had been serving in their respective school districts six 
years or longer. Thus, it is not recommended that inferences or general­
izations be made toward elementary principals in other geographic regions 
of the United States or in nonpublic school systems. Further, the per­
centage of time usage may not have been defined sufficiently. That seg­
ment of the questionnaire could have been designed with given responses 
to select rather than being a fill-in option. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
1) Another geographic area, such as New Mexico which does not accept 
P.L. 94-142, could produce additional Information on the present 
role of the elementary principal. 
2) As lEP implementation continues, refinement of the process could 
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clarify responsibilities for school building principals. A follow-
up study could provide comparisons. 
3) Other members of the lEP team (parents, psychologists, etc.) could 
be queried on the role of the elementary principal In the lEP 
process. 
4) Comparisons between schools that have large special education 
populations and those schools that have small or no special educa­
tion students could provide worthwhile Information. 
5) Exploration of the time spent on the areas of responsibilities by 
the elementary principals other than by percentage might provide 
meaningful results. This would involve defining the work day/ 
week of elementary principals in hours and dividing the time re­
quired of the responsibilities. Overtime could then be a consider­
ation. 
6) A study similar to this in which the size of the building and/or 
size of the district were controlled could provide additional in­
formation. 
Summary 
The role and function of the elementary principal in the United 
States began with simplistic responsibilities. These responsibilities 
are now varied and complex. 
Special education has been a relatively recent addition to the 
elementary principals' responsibilities. In 1975, the Education for 
All Handicapped Act was a federal mandate of extensive consequence. 
The law is multifaceted. This research was concerned with only the de­
velopment and implementation of lEPs (individual education plans) and 
the perceptions of the role of the elementary principal regarding the 
development and implementation of these lEPs. Selected elementary 
principals and elementary teachers in Iowa composed the sample. Results 
generally indicate that P.L. 94-142 has impacted in a variety of ways 
upon the role of the elementary principal when considering lEPs. 
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IOWA STATE 
College of F.ducation 
Professional Studies 
201 Curliss Hall 
Ames. Iowa ^0011 
UNIVERSITY Telephone .^15-294-414.1 
Dear Elementary Principal, 
You have been selected to participate on a voluntary basis in a survey 
of Iowa elementary principals and teachers. Enclosed is a questionnaire 
which I sincerely hope you will answer and return immediately. Your 
volunteered information is vital to the study. 
As you know, Public Law 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped 
Act of 1975, is a federal mandate to schools. One of the law's requirements 
is an individual education plan (lEP) for each special ed-cation student. 
The lEP is considered a management tool, and as such, it addresses you and 
your job. The enclosed questionnaire will assess your perceptions of the 
impact of the development and administration of lEP's as they affect the 
rol'! of Iowa elementary principals. Under no circumstances will your 
identity as an individual be ascertained. But, your anonymous responses 
are essential to the success of the study. 
release promptly return the completed questionnaire in the steunped self-
addressed envelope. 
I am grateful for your time and consideration in helping me pursue 
this study. 
C ; M,..- 1,, 
Marianne Giangreco 
Doctoral Candidate 
ROBS A. Enqel» 
Faculty Advisor 
MG/sal 
Enclosures: (2) 
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IOWA STATE 
College of HducHtiiin 
Professional Studies 
201 Cuniss Hail 
Ames. Iowa .^0011 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 51% 2V4 4141 
Dear Elementary Teacher, 
You have been selected to participate on a voluntary basis in a 
survey of Iowa elementary principals and teachers. Enclosed is a 
questionnaire which I sincerely hope you will answer and return 
immediately. Your volunteered information is vital to the study. 
As you know. Public Law 94-142, The Education for All Hamdi-
capped Act of 1975, is a federal mandate to schools. One of the law's 
requirements is an individual education plan (lEP) for each special 
education student. The lEP is considered a mamagement tool, and as 
such, it addresses you and your job. The enclosed questionnaire will 
assess your perceptions of the impact of the development and administra­
tion of lEP's as they affect the role of Iowa elementary principals. 
Under no circumstances will your identity as an individual be ascertained. 
But, your anonymous responses are essential to the success of the study. 
Please promptly return the completed questionnaire in the stamped 
self-addressed envelope. 
I am grateful for your time and consideration in helping me pursue 
this study, 
s i nnmrAlv. 
Marianne Giangreco 
Doctoral Candidate 
Faculty Advisor 
MG/sal 
Enclosures: (2) 
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Befor»' O c t .  1977 
I f lb 1 I 11. V 
In:5t ru : t luri ''urr 1 cu 1 um 
Developmof' r 
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of currlciJ jm uhjective-s ] ? i 
J. f'rovldo rui' itH- dPtormlna-
l!i>n of conlculum content 
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3- HeJatr l>i«' d»'Slred curricu­
lum to available time, 
physical fa.Mlltlea and 
peraonn»* 1 1 ^ 1 
4. Prov1 de materials, resources 
and equipment Tor the in-
fjtructlonal pr'gram 1 ? 3 
5. Frovlje fur the supervision 
of inr.truot Ion i 2 3 
6. Provide l'')r In:,erv 1 ce educa­
tion .)f Instructional 
personnel 1 ? 3 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 
R#sponslbllltltt 
The elementary principal coiÀAte Involved In the following tasks. 
Please respond with a olrole how you perceive the tasks were attended 
before and after October 1977. October I, 1977 was the Implementation 
date for lEPs as required In P.L. 9*-l#2. 
Before Oct . 1977 After Oct . 1977 
»? 1 S m ». ï a . 
Area of Responsibility g S 1 i ï >: £ î i ! s K M 3 ci M 5 i 
Instruction and Curriculum 
Development 
1. Provide for the formulation 
of curriculum objectives 12 3** 
2 .  Provide for the determina­
tion of curriculum content 
and organization 12 3# 
3. Relate the desired curricu­
lum to available time, 
physical facilities and 
personnel 12)4 
4. Provide materials, resources 
and equipment for the In* 
structlonal program 12 3 4 
5' Provide for thm supervision 
of Instruction 12 3 4 
6. Provide for Inservlce educa­
tion of Inatructlonal 
personnel 12 3" 
1 2 1 5 
1 2 3 4 5  
L 2 3 5 
1 2 3 4 ^  
1 ^ 3 4 
12 3 4b 
B. Pupil Personnel 
7 
1 0 .  
1 1 .  
13. 
Initiate and maintain a 
system of child accounting 
and atfndanc ? 
Institute measures for the 
orlentHtlnn of pupils 
Provide for counseling 
servi c's 
Provide health services 
Provide for individual 
Inventory service 
Arrange systematic procedures 
for the continual assessment 
and Interpretation of pupil 
growth I 
Establish means Tor dealing 
with pupil Irregularities 
(such as discipline) 1 
: 2 3 4 ^ 
1 ? 3 s 
12 3 ^4 s 
1 2  j  ' '  b  
IP 3 " S 
1 ? 3 ^ 
12 3 4 0 
Staff Personnel 
14. Provide for the recruitment 
of staff personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
15. Select and assign staff 
personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
16. Develop a system of staff 
personnel records 1 2 3 4 5 
17. Stimulate and provide 
opportunities for profes­
sions! growth of staff 
personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2  3 4 ^  
1 2 3 4 ^ 
1 2  3 4 5  
Rvsponslbllltlea 
Before Oct. 1977 After Oct. 1977 
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! i . ! 
I I I I 
D. Conwwunity»3chooI Relmtlonmhlo 
18. Determine the educational 
services the aehool render# 
and how eueh servleea are 
conditioned by oommwnlty 
forces 12 3'* 5 1 2 1 U 5 
19. Help to develop and Imple­
ment plana for the Improve­
m e n t  o f  c o m m u n i t y  l i f e  1 2 3 ' *  5  1 2  3  * *  5  
20. Develop an efficient program 
of operation and maintenance 
of the physical plant 12)4 5 12 345 
21. Provide for the safety of 
pupil#, personnel and 
equipment 123'*5 1 ^ 3^5 
E. Oraanitatlon and Structure 
22. Develop a staff organisa* 
lion as a means of 
implementing the educa­
tional objectives of the 
school program 12 3 4 5 12 3^5 
23. Organise lay and pro­
fessional groups for 
participation in educa­
tional planning and 
other activities 12)4 ^ 12 34^ 
P. School Finance and Business 
Activities 
24. Prepare the school budget 1 
25. Account for school monies 1 
26. Account for school property 1 
2 3 4 5 1 ? 3 a 5 
2  3 w 5 1 2 3 4 S 
? n  5 1 ? 3 u  5 
Q. lEP Type Activities 
27. Provide building space 
for special education 
2Q. Provide for staff for 
special education 
29. Arrange for financing 
for special education 
jO. Arrange for lEP mett'ngs 
31. Arrange for parent in­
volvement in special 
education meetings about 
lEP's 
32. Arrange for utilization of 
resource# beyond the school 
for special educatior 
33. Involve other appropriate 
professional# (audiologista, 
paychologlsta, etc.) in 
special education staffing# 
34. Serve as chairperson of lEP 
team 
35. Coordinate and convene 
committee# within the lEP 
team 
36. Arrange for parent involve­
ment 
37. Arrange for an Interpreter, 
if needed 
1 2  3 4 5 1 2  i  14 5 
1 3 4 b 1 2  3 b 5 
1 2  3 14 5 1 2 3 # 5 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2  3 4 6 1 2  3 4 5 
1 2  3 4 5 i 2  3 14 
1 2  3 14 i 3 14 
1 2  3 4 5 1 2  3 k  
1 2 3 U S 1 2  3 U  t) 
1 2  i  4 "•J 1 e  3 k  
i 2 3 14 •) i 2  3 4 5 
R«8pon»lblIltiei» 
1^3 B«for« Oct. 1977 After Oct. 1977 
i 3 5 - % . 
I i l l l  H i l l  
38. Arrant* for atudent Involve-
Mnt, if appropriate 12 3 *5 12)45 
39. Arrange for data oolleotion 
and etorage for speelal 
education atudtnt filea 123 # 5 12)1$ 
#0. arrmng# place of IIP meetinge 12) » 5 12)49 
41. fubllcite and inaure due 
proceaa procedure# 12)4 5 12)4 5 
42. Provide for Implementation 
of IIP 12)45 12)45 
4). Provide Input Into XEP 
meetings on the capabilitiea 
of the school eyttem 12)4 5 12)4 5 
44. Specify personnel to be 
Involved in lEP 
implementation 12)4 5 12)4 5 
45. Provide decisionmaking 
style and rules of order 
for lEP meetings 12)4 5 12)45 
46. Delineate placement issues * 
and questions to be 
addressed to the placement 
committee 12)4 5 12)45 
47. Evaluate the effectiveness 
of the lEP process 12)4 *5 12)4 5 
48. Devise and fill out IBP 
related forms 12)4 5 12)4 5 
49. Oversee the record-keeping 
required by lEP's 12)4 5 12)4 5 
50. Provide for the appropriate 
development of lEP'a accord­
ing to P.L. 94-142 
requirements 12)4 5 12)45 
51. Responsible for seeing that 
each child Is educated in as 
equitable a fashion as is 
possible 12)45 12)4 y 
Responsibilities 
H. Pill In approximately what percentage best describes the amount of 
time the elementary principal devotes to the following responsibil­
ities. 
Before Oct. 1977 After Oct. 1977 
I-6A. Instruction and Curriculum 
Development I ' % 
7-13B. Pupil Personnel ; % t 
14-17C. Staff Personnel S I 
18-2ID. Community-School 
Relationship I % 
22-23F. Organiaation and Structure f % 
24-26F. School Pinances and Business 
Activities t I 
27-510. lEP Type Activities t I 
I I  
Attitudes 
Clpol* *h#t you peroelv# to bo the approprioto rooponto to th### 
quoitlono. 
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i i l f l  i i j f l  
1. Uuoatlon of all ehlldren le a 
publie peaponalblllty 123* ; i ; 3*$ 
2. Speelal edueatlon takee too 
•ueh money 123*5 12 3*5 
3 Preeent eeheol faetlltlee a#n 
aeoMBMdate handle apped ehlldven 1 2 3 * 5 1 23*5 
*. IlP'e are «orthwhlle 1 23*5 1 2 3*5 
5. IlP't take too much time 1 2 3*5 1 23*5 
6. The elementary principal ehould 
be an Integral part of the IIP 
proeete 1 23*5 1 23*5 
7. The elementary prlnelpal'a time 
would be more productive for 
education If IBP'a were not a part 
of the reiponalbllttae 1 2  3 * 5  1 2 3 *5 
8. The elementary principal haa the 
abllltlee to be effective In the 
IIP preceae 123*5 123*5 
9' The elementary principal haa the 
time to be effective In the IIP 
prooee# 123*5 12315 
III 
Demographic 
1. Plaaie reipond to the following by adding the lnf«matlon requected. 
a. Number of year* a* an elementary principal . 
b. Number of yeare a* an elementary teacher . 
c. Your age to th* n*ar**t blrthdat* . 
d. Your **i: f*mal* or mal* . 
2. Ch*ck th* Item that beat deaorlbea your *dueatlonal background. 
B.A. N.A. • 30 
B.A. • 15 Sp*cl*ll*t 
N.A. Ed.D. or Ph.D. 
3- Check the Item that best describes how many culiege créait nours 
you have earned In special education coursework? 
Less than 5 Zl-30 
5-10 U or more 
11-20 
Check the Item that best d*scr]b*s your professional growth In 
special education other than earned collège credits. 
no workshop and/or Inservlce experience 
_____ some workshop and/or inaervlce experience 
numerous workshops and/or Inaervlce experiences 
5. Check the Item or items that best describe your association with 
handicapped Individual*. 
I have had no contact with handicapped people. 
I have a relative who is handicapped. 
I have a close friend who Is handicapped. 
1 have an acquaintance who Is handicapped. 
I teach or work with a person who is handicapped. 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Me Ibllltlts 
Th# «lementâry principal could b# Involved in the following taike. 
Pleaee respond with a circle how you perceive the task* were attended 
before and after October 1977. October 1, 1977 was the Implementation 
date for lEP* a# required In PL, 9#.1*2, 
Before Oct. 1977 After Oct . 1977 
jj >1 i >» 5 •H $» 
Area of Responsibility % i : k t : 1 S 
1 8 3 s 1 5 3 
Inetructlon and Curriculum 
Development 
1. Provide for the fonmulatlon 
of curriculum objectives 1 2 3 
2. Provide for the determina­
tion of curriculum content 
and organization 12 3 4 
3. Relate the desired curricu­
lum to available time, 
physical facilities and 
personnel 12 3 4 
4. Provide materials, resources 
and equipment for the In­
structional program 12 3 4 
5. Provide for the supervision 
of Instruction I ? 3 4 
6. Provide for Inservlce educs-
tlori of Instructional 
personnel 12 3 4 
1 2 3 4 5  
1 2 j 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5  
1 2 3 4 5  
1 3 4 5 
1 ^ 3 4 5  
B. Pupil Personnel 
7. Initiate and maintain a 
system of child accounting 
and attendance 
8. Institute measures for the 
orientation of pupils 
9. Provide for counsel in* 
serviced 
10. Provide health service* 
11. Provide for Individual 
Inventory service 
12. Arrange systematic procedure 
Tor the continual assessment 
and interpretation of pupil 
growth 
13. Establish means for dealing 
with pupil irregularities 
(such as discipline) 
1 2 3 4 5  1 2  3 4 5  
1 2 3 4 5  1 2  3  5  
1 2 3 il 5 1 ? ^ 4 S 
1 2 3 4 12 3 '• S 
1 2 3 4 5  I  2  j  4  5  
1 ? 3 1 •) 1 ? J *1 
12 3 15 12 3 15 
Staff Personnel 
14. Provide for the recruitment 
of staff personnel 12345 1234 
15. Select and assign staff 
personnel 12345 1234 
lb. Develop a system of staff 
personnel records 12345 12 3 4 
17. Stimulate and provide 
opportunities for profes­
sional growth of staff 
personnel 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3** 
Responslbilltlem 
Before Oct. 1977 After Oct. 1977 
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1 1  
s s . . ! 
S K g % 
CoTiinunlty«3chool Relmtlonehlo 
16. Determine the educational 
aervices the eehool randera 
and how such servie## ar# 
conditioned by community 
r o r c e a  1 2 } ^  
19• Help to develop and imple­
ment plan# for the improve­
ment of community life 12 3^ 
20. Develop an efficient program 
of operation and maintenance 
of the physical plant 12)4 
21. Provide for the safety of 
pupils, personnel and 
equipment 12 3'* 
E. Organisation and Structure 
22. Develop a staff organisa­
tion as a means of 
implementing the educa­
tional objectives of the 
school program 
23. Organise lay and pro­
fessional groups for 
participation in educa­
tional planning and 
other activities 
P. School Finance and Business 
Activities 
24. Prepare the school budget 1 2 3 U 5 1 2 3 u 5 
25. Account for school monies 1 2 3 n 5 1 2 3 a 5 
26, Account for school property 1 ; 3 4 5 1 ? u 5 
27. Provide building space 
for special education I ? 3 4 5 1 i  (4 5 
29. Provide for staff for 
special education 1 3 5 1 2 3 u 5 
29. 
30. 
Arrange for financing 
for special education 
Arrange for lEP meetings 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
I 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
# 
4 
5 
5 
31. Arrange for parent in­
volvement in special 
education meetings about 
lEP's 1 2 i 4 S 1 2 3 4 
32. Arrange for utilisation of 
resources beyond the school 
for special education 1 2 3 4 6 i 2 Î U 
33. Involve other appropriate 
professionala (audlologlsts, 
payohologista, etc.) in 
special education staffing# i 2 i  4 1 Î u s 
34. Serve as chairperson of lEP 
team i 2 3 4 5 1 / Î ii  h 
35. Coordinate and convene 
committees within the IbP 
team 1 2 i 14 b 1 2 i  k 
36. Arrange for parent Involve­
ment i i  4 b 1 / Î k S 
37. Arrange for an Interpreter, 
If needed 1 2 3 4 6 I 2 i  4 5 
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IOWA STATE 
UNIVERSITY 
C'dllcnc III lùliitiitiDn 
Professional SluUics 
201 Curtiss Hull 
Ames, Iowa ^0(111 
Iclephono S|S 2V4 41 
April 28, 1981 
Dear Elementary Principal, 
On April 8, 1981 a questionaire was mailed to you concerning the impact 
upon the role of the elementary principal due to Public Law 94-142, The 
Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975. Your input is important to the 
study and I  hope you wil l voluntarily respond. Enclosed is a second question­
aire and return envelope for your convenience in providing a prompt reply. 
Thank you for being a part of this research. 
Sincerely, 
Marianne Giangreco 
MG/dl 
149 
('i)llcpe of l.diic.ilion 
ProlcNSKinal Siiulics 
21)1 Ciirliss H;ill 
Ames. Iiiwii S(xi| I IOWA STATE 
UNIVERSITY Iclephone ^1 ^ -2V4-4|41 
April 28, 1981 
Dear Elementary Tcacher, 
On April 8, 1981 a questional re was mailed to you concerning the impact 
upon the role of the elementary teacher due to Public Law 94-142, The Education 
for All Handicapped Act of 1975. Your input is important to the study and I 
hope you will vol un tarfl y respond. Enclosed is a second questionaire and return 
envelope for your convenience in providing a prompt reply. 
Thank you for being a part of this research. 
Sincerely, 
Marianne Gianqreco 
Mfl/t'l 
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Table A. The frequencies and percentages for the years of experience of 
the elementary principal and the elementary principals' per­
ceptions when considering the following lEP-type activities: 
Provide building space for special education 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­times 7. Usually 7o Always 1 7. 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) 
6-10 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 5 (6.5) 4 (5.2) 
11-15 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 10 (24.7) 
16-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.9) 2 (2.6) 9 (11.7) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 9 (11.7) 10 (13.0) 
Provide for staff for special education 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­
times 7o Usually 7. Always 7. 
2-5 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) 
6-10 3 (3.9) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 4 (5.2) 3 (3.9) 
11-15 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 4 (5.2) 1 (1.3) 17 (22.1) 
16-20 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 7 (9.1) 
21-35 2 (2.6) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) 2 (2.6) 13 (16.9) 
Arrange for financing for special education 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7, Rarely % Some­times 7o Usually 7. Always % 
2-5 3 (4.0) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 
6-10 3 (4.0) 1 (1.3) 5 (6.7) 3 (4.0) 9 (0.0) 
11-15 7 (9.3) 3 (4.0) 4 (5.3) 1 (1.3) 9 (12.0) 
16-20 U (5.3) 3 (4.0) 4 (5.3) 2 (2.7) 1 (1.3) 
21-35 3 (4.0) 3 (4.0) 3 (4.0) 5 (6.7) 6 (8.0) 
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Table A (Continued) 
Arrange for lEP meetings 
elementary Responses of elementary principals 
principal Never 7. Rarely % % Usually % Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3) 
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.7) 4 (5.3) 2 (2.7) 
11-15 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 7 (9.3) 6 (8.0) 9 (12.0) 
16-20 2 (2.7) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.7) 5 (6.7) 3 (4.0) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 9 (12.0) 10 (13.3) 
Arrange for parent involvement in special education 
meetings about lEPs 
Years as 
Responses of elementary principals 
principal Never 7. : Rarely 7. 
Some­
times % Usually % Always 7. 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) 1 (1.3) 
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) 6 (7.8) 2 (2.6) 
11-15 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 5 (6.5) 9 (11.7) 9 (11.7) 
16-20 2 (2.6) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9) 6 (7.8) 4 (5.2) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 6 (7.8) 6 (7.8) 9 (11.7) 
Arrange for utilization of resources beyond the school 
for special education 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­
times % Usually % Always 7. 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 
6-10 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 6 (7.9) 1 (1.3) 
11-15 0 (0.0) 4 (5.3) 2 (2.6) 9 (11.8) 9 (11.8) 
16-20 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 5 (6.6) 5 (6.6) 2 (2.6) 
21-35 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 7 (9.2) 5 (6.6) 7 (9.2) 
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Table A (Continued) 
Involve other appropriate professionals (audlologlsts, psychol­
ogists, etc.) In special education staffIngs 
elementary Responses of elementary principals 
principal Never % Rarely % SOTB  ^Usually % Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3) 
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 7 (9.2) 3 (3.9) 
11-15 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 6 (7.9) 15 (19.7) 
16-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 6 (7.9) 8 (10.5) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9) 5 (6.6) 12 (15.8) 
Serve as chairperson of lEP team 
elementary Responses of elementary principals 
principal Never % Rarely % % Usually % Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.3) 
6-10 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 5 (6.6) 3 (3.9) 2 (2.6) 
11-15 2 (2.6) 3 (3.9) 3 (3.9) 7 (9.2) 9 (11.8) 
16-20 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.6) 5 (6.6) 4 (5.3) 
21-35 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3) 4 (5.3) 4 (5.3) 8 (10.5) 
Coordinate and convene commlttes within the I£P team 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­times 7. Usually % Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 
6-10 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.9) 6 (7.8) 2 (2.6) 
11-15 2 (2.6) 5 (6.5) 3 (3.9) 7 (9.1) 7 (9.1) 
16-20 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) 6 (7.8) 4 (5.2) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9) 3 (3.9) 10 (13.0) 5 (6.5) 
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Table A (Continued) 
Arrange for parent Involvement 
elementary Responses of elementary principals 
principal Never % Rarely % % Usually % Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 3 (3.9) 
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9) 5 (6.5) 4 (5.2) 
11-15 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 11 (14.3) 8 (10.4) 
16-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 8 (10.4) 6 (7.8) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 5 (6.5) 9 (11.7) 6 (7.8) 
Arrange for an interpreter, if needed 
elementary Responses of elementary principals 
principal Never % Rarely % % Usually % Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.9) 
6-10 7 (10.1) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.9) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 
11-15 9 (13.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 7 (10.1) 5 (7.2) 
16-20 3 (A. 3) 3 (4.3) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.3) 4 (5.8) 
21-35 4 (5.8) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.3) 5 (7.2) 5 (7.2) 
Arrange for student involvement, if needed 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7. Rarely % Some- „ times '' Usually 7. i KIways % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.9) 
6-10 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 6 (7.8) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 
11-15 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 9 (11.7) 6 (7.8) 7 (9.1) 
16-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 4 (5.2) 8 (10.4) 2 (2.6) 
21-35 3 (3.9) 1 (1.3) 6 (7.8) 8 (10.4) 3 (3.9) 
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Table A (Continued) 
Arrange for data collection and storage for special education 
student files 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­times % Usually % Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.9) 
6-10 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) 4 (5.2) 3 (3.9) 
11-15 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) 7 (9.1) 13 (16.9) 
16-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 7 (9.1) 7 (9.1) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 7 (9.1) 11 (14.3) 
Arrange place of lEP meeting 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­times X Usually % Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) 
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 8 (10.4) 2 (2.6) 
11-15 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 4 (5.2) 5 (6.5) 13 (16.9) 
16-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 6 (7.8) 7 (9.1) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9) 8 (10.4) 10 (13.0) 
Publicize and Insure due process procedures 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Respons es of elementary principals 
Never 7. Rarely % Some­
times % Usually % Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.3) 
6-10 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 7 (9.3) 3 (4.0) 
11-15 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 (4.0) 7 (9.3) 13 (17.3) 
16-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7) 3 (4.0) 9 (12.0) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 5 (6.7) 6 (8.0) 7 (9.3) 
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Table A (Continued) 
Provide for Implementation of lEP 
elementary Responses of elementary principals 
principal Never 7. Rarely % % Usually % Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3) 
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 7 (9.2) 3 (3.9) 
11-15 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3) 7 (9.2) 11 (14.5) 
16-20 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9) 6 (7.9) 5 (6.6) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9) 7 (9.2) 11 (14.5) 
Provide Input Into lEP meetings on the capabilities 
of the school system 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely 7. Some­times 7. Usually % Always 7. 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 3 (3.9) 
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 7 (9.2) 4 (5.3) 
11-15 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 7 (9.2) 13 (17.1) 
16-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 5 (6.6) 8 (10.5) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.3) 6 (7.9) 11 (14.5) 
Specify personnel to be involved in lEP implementation 
elementary Responses of elementary principals 
principal Never 7. Rarely 7. O^Te  ^Usually % Always 7. 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 3 (3.9) 
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) 5 (6.5) 3 (3.9) 
11-15 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 4 (5.2) 7 (9.1) 11 (14.3) 
16-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.9) 7 (9.1) 4 (5.2) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 11 (14.3) 9 (11.7) 
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Table A (Continued) 
Provide decision-making style and rules of order 
for lEP meetings 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­times % Usually % Always % 
2-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-35 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
(2.6) 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
0 
1 
0 
2 
0 
(0.0) 
(1.3) 
(0.0) 
(2.6) 
(0.0) 
1 
5 
8 
4 
3 
(1.3) 
(6.5) 
(10.4) 
(5.2) 
(3.9) 
1 
3 
6 
5 
11 
(1.3) 
(3.9) 
(7.8) 
(6.5) 
(14.3) 
3 
3 
8 
4 
7 
(3.9) 
(3.9) 
(10.4) 
(5.2) 
(9.1) 
Delineate placement Issues and questions to be 
addressed to the placement conmlttee 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some- - , times '' Usually 7o Always % 
2-5 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 2 (2.7) 
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.7) 4 (5.3) 3 (4.0) 
11-15 2 (2.7) 2 (2.7) 8 (10.7) 5 (6.7) 7 (9.3) 
16-20 2 (2.7) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7) 10 (13.3) 0 (0.0) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.0) 9 (12.0) 7 (9.3) 
Evaluate the effectiveness of the lEP process 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responi ses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­times 7. Usually % Always % 
2-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-35 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
(1.3) 
(1.3) 
(0.0) 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
(1.3) 
(1.3) 
(0.0) 
1 
5 
7 
5 
7 
(1.3) 2 
(6.5) 4 
(9.1) 10 
(6.5) 6 
(9.1) 7 
(2.6) 
(5.2) 
(13.0) 
(7.8) 
(9.1) 
2 
3 
5 
2 
7 
(2.6) 
(3.9) 
(6.5) 
(2.6) 
(9.1) 
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Table A (Continued) 
Devise and fill out lEP related forms 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­times % 1 Usually 7o Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 
6-10 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 3 (3.9) 3 (3.9) 2 (2.6) 
11-15 7 (9.1) 4 (5.2) 4 (5.2) 3 (3.9) 6 (7.8) 
16-20 2 (2.6) 3 (3.9) 3 (3.9) 5 (6.5) 2 (2.6) 
21-35 2 (2.6) 1 (1.3) 8 (10.4) 4 (5.2) 6 (7.8) 
Oversee the record-keeping required by lEPs 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Respons es of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­times % Usually % Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9) 
6-10 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 6 (7.9) 3 (3.9) 
11-15 3 (3.9) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.3) 7 (9.2) 10 (13.2) 
16-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.9) 5 (6.6) 6 (7.9) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 4 (5.3) 7 (9.2) 7 (9.2) 
Provide for the appropriate developments of 
lEPs according to P.L. 94-142 requirements 
elementary Responses of elementary principals 
principal Never % Rarely 7« % Usually 7. Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 3 (4.0) 
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 7 (9.3) 3 (4.0) 
11-15 2 (2.7) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 6 (8.0) 15 (20.0) 
16-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 7 (9.3) 5 (6.7) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 9 (12.0) 10 (13.3) 
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Table A (Continued) 
Responsible for seeing that each child Is educated 
in as equitable a fashion as Is possible 
Years as 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­times 7. 1 Usually % Always % 
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3) 
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 6 (7.9) 6 (7.9) 
11-15 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.3) 19 (25.0) 
16-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 5 (6.6) 9 (11.8) 
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.9) 16 (21.1) 
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Table B. The frequencies and percentages for the age of the elementary 
principal and the elementary principals' perceptions when 
considering the following lEP-type activities: 
Responses of elementary princ :lpals 
Age Never % Rarely % Some­times % Usually % Always 7. 
Unknown 
Group I 
28-35 
2 
0 
(2.7) 
(0.0) 
0 
0 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
0 
1 
(0.0) 
(1.3) 
1 
1 
(1.3) 
(1.3) 
1 
2 
(1.3) 
(2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 6 (8.0) 9 (12.0) 18 (24.0) 
Group III 
51-66 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 (4.0) 5 (6.7) 23 (30.7) 
Provide for staff for special education 
Responses of elementary principals 
Age Never % Rarely % Some­times % Usually % Always % 
Unknown 
Group I 
28-35 
2 
1 
(2.7) 
(1.3) 
0 
0 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
1 
1 
(1.3) 
(1.3) 
0 
0 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
1 
2 
(1.3) 
(2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 6 (8.0) 1 (1.3) 6 (8.0) 7 (9.3) 15 (20.0) 
Group III 
51-66 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7) 5 (6.7) 1 (1.3) 23 (30.7) 
Arrange for financing for special education 
Responses of elementary princ Ipals 
Age Never °L Rarely % Some­times % Usually % Always % 
Unknown 
Group I 
28-35 
1 
1 
(1.4) 
(1.4) 
1 
1 
(1.4) 
(1.4) 
1 
1 
(1.4) 
(1.4) 
0 
0 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
1 
1 
(1.4) 
(1.4) 
Group II 
36-50 11 1 (15.1) 3 (4.1) 9 ( 12.3) 7 (9.6) 5 (6.8) 
Group III 
51-66 7 (9.6) 7 (9.6) 4 (5.5) 3 (4.1) 9 (12.3) 
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Table B (Continued) 
Arrange for lEP meetings 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7, Rarely % ttoes  ^Usually % Always % 
Unknown 
Group I 
28-35 
Group II 
36-50 
Group III 
51-66 
1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.7) 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.7) 
(1.4) (1.4) 11 (14.9) 9 (12.2) 12 (16.2) 
(2.7) 0 (0.0) 6 (8.1) 13 (17.6) 11 (14.9) 
Arrange for parent involvement in special 
education meetings about lEPs 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7. Rarely 7. ttoes  ^Usually % Always % 
Unknown 
Group I 
28-35 
Group II 
36-50 
Group III 
51-66 
1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7) 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 (4.0) 0 (0.0) 
(2.7) 
0 (0.0)  
(0.0) (9.3) 12 (16.0) 14 (18.7) 
(1.3) 9 (12.0) 15 (20.0) (9.3) 
Arrange for utilization of resources beyond the 
school for special education 
Responses of elementary principals 
Age Never % Rarely 7. . % Usually 7« Always % 
Unknown 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.7) 1 (1.4) 
Group II 
36-50 1 (1.4) 4 (5.4) 7 (9.5) 14 (18.9) 9 (12.2) 
Group III 
51-66 1 (1.4) 4 (5.4) 8 (10.8) 9 (12.2) 9 (12.2) 
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Talle B (Continued) 
Involve other appropriate professionals (audlologlsts, 
psychologists, etc.) in special education staffIngs 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % ttoes  ^Usually % Always % 
Unknown 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.7) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 2 (2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.8) 13 (17.6) 16 (21.6) 
Group III 
51-66 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 9 (12.2) 20 (27.0) 
Serve as chairperson of lEP team 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % times  ^Usually 7. Always % 
Unknown 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 1 (1.4) 3 (4.1) 8 (10.8) 10 (13.5) 13 (17.6) 
Group III 
51-66 2 (2.7) 4 (5.4) 8 (10.8) 8 (10.8) 9 (12.2) 
Coordinate and convene committees within the IE? team 
Responses of elementary principals 
Age Never % Rarely % % Usually % Always % 
Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3) 8 (10.7) 12 (16.0) 10 (13.3) 
Group III 
51-66 2 (2.7) 5 (6.7) 4 (5.3) 16 (12.3) 5 (6.7) 
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Table B (Continued) 
Arrange for parent Involvement 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely 7. ttoes  ^Usually 7, Always 7. 
Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3) 18 (24.0) 12 (16.0) 
Group III 
51-66 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 6 (8.0) 14 (18.7) 10 (13.3) 
Arrange for an Interpreter, If needed 
Responses of elementary principals 
Age Never 7« Rarely 7. ttoes  ^Usually % Always 7. 
Unknown 1 (1.5) 1 (1.5) 1 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.5) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 1 (1.5) 1 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.9) 
Group II 
36-50 13 (19.1) 3 (4.4) 1 (1.5) 9 (13.2) 4 (5.9) 
Group III 
51-66 9 (13.2) 2 (2.9) 3 (4.4) 7 (10.3) 9 (13.2) 
Arrange for student involvement, if needed 
Responses of elementary principals 
Age Never 7. Rarely 7, 7. Usually 7. Always 7. 
Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.0) 0 (0.0) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3) 12 (16.0) 10 (13.3) 8 (10.7) 
Group III 
51-66 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 12 (16.0) 12 (16.0) 6 (8.0) 
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Table B (Continued) 
Arrange for data collection and storage for special 
education student files 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % ttoes  ^Usually % Always % 
Unknown 
Group I 
28-35 
Group II 
36-50 
Group III 
51-66 
1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 1 (1.3) 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (4.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 
(1.3) 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
(1.3) 
(9.3) 11 (14.7) 16 (21.3) 
(2.7) 12 (16.0) 17 (22.7) 
Arrange place of lEP meeting 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely 7. ^^ es  ^Usually 7. Always % 
Unknown 
Group I 
28-50 
Group II 
36-50 
Group III 
51-66 
1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7) 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
(2.7) 
(8.0) 13 (17.3) 16 (21.3) 
(5.3) 11 (14.7) 15 (20.0) 
Publicize and insure due process procedures 
Responses of elementary principals 
Age Never % Rarely 7. t^ jnes  ^Usually % Always 7. 
Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 2 (2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.7) 11 (14.7) 18 (24.0) 
Group III 
51-66 0 (0.0) 3 (4.0) 5 (6.7) 9 (12.0) 15 (20.0) 
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Table B (Continued) 
Provide for implementation of lEP 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7. Rarely % t^ es  ^Usually % Always % 
Unknown 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 1 (1.4) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 2 (2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 7 (9.5) 10 (13.5) 16 (21.6) 
Group III 
51-66 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.1) 15 (20.3) 13 (17.6) 
Provide input into lEP meetings on the 
capabilities of the school system 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely 7. times  ^Usually % Always 7. 
Unknown 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 1 (1.4) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 2 (2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.4) 14 (18.9) 17 (23.0) 
Group III 
51-66 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.1) 10 (13.5) 17 (23.) 
Specify personnel to be Involved in lEP 
Implementa t ion 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7. Rarely Some­
times 
% Usually 7. Always 7. 
Uiiknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 9 (12.0) 11 (14.7) 15 (20.0) 
Group III 
51-66 0 (0.0) 3 (4.0) 2 (2.7) 17 (22.7) 10 (13.3) 
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Table B (Continued) 
Provide decision-making style and rules of order for 
lEP meetings 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % t^es ^ Usually % Always % 
Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 13 (17.3) 9 (12.0) 11 (14.7) 
Group III 
51-66 2 (2.7) 1 (1.3) 6 (8.0) 14 (18.7) 9 (12.0) 
Delineate placement issues and questions to be addressed 
to the placement committee 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely 7, ^^ es  ^Usually % Always % 
Unknown 
Group I 
28-35 
Group II 
36-50 
Group III 
51-66 
1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.7) 
2 (2.7) 3 (4.1) 10 (13.5) 13 (17.6) 6 (8.1) 
3 (4.1) 0 (0.0) 6 (8.1) 15 (20.3) 8 (10.8) 
Evaluate the effectiveness of the IE? process 
Responses of elementary principals 
Age Never % Rarely % . % Usually % Always % 
Unknown 1 (1 .3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2 .7) 1 (1 .3) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0 .0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1 .3) 2 (2 .7) 
Group II 
36-50 1 (1 .3) 0 (0.0) 14 (18.7) 12 (16 .0) 8 (10 .7) 
Group III 
51-66 1 (1 .3) 2 (2.7) 8 (10.7) 15 (20 .0) 6 (8 .0) 
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Table B (Continued) 
Devise and £111 out lEP related forms 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % times  ^Usually % Always % 
Unknown 
Group I 
28-35 
Group II 
36-50 
Group III 
51-66 
1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 2 (2.7) 
(8.0) 8 (10.7) (9.3) (9.3) (9.3) 
(9.3) (4.0) 10 (13.3) (8.0) 6 (8.0) 
Oversee the record-keeping required by lEPs 
Responses of elementary principals 
Age Never % Rarely % . 7. Usually % Always % 
Unknown 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 2 (2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 1 (1.4) 2 (2.7) 8 (10.8) 11 (14.9) 13 (17.6) 
Group III 
51-66 3 (4.1) 1 (1.4) 5 (6.8) 11 (14.9) 11 (14.9) 
Provide for the appropriate development of lEPs 
according to P.L. 94-142 requirements 
Responses of elementary principals 
Age Never % Rarely % times  ^Usually % Always 7. 
Unknown 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 0 (0.0) 
Group I 
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 2 (2.7) 
Group II 
36-50 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.8) 15 (20.3) 15 (20.3) 
Group III 
51-66 2 (2.7) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 12 (16.2) 15 (20.3) 
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Table B (Continued) 
Responsible for seeing that each child Is educated 
In as equitable a fashion as Is possible 
Age 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % times  ^ Usually % Always % 
Unknown 
Group I 
28-35 
Group II 
36-50 
Group III 
51-66 
1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 1 (1.3) 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 2 (2.7) 
0 (0.0) 
(1.3) 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
(1.3) 10 (13.3) 24 (32.0) 
(1.3) 6 (8.0) 24 (32.0) 
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Table C. The frequencies and percentages for the sex of the elementary 
principal and the elementary principals' perceptions when 
considering the following lEP-type activities; 
Provide building space for special education 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % t^ es  ^Usually 7. Always 7. 
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 11 (15.3) 
Male 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 9 (12.5) 12 (16.7) 32 (44.4) 
Provide for staff for special education 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % ttoes  ^ Usually % Always % 
Female 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 11 (15.3) 
Male 7 (9.7) 3 (4.2) 11 (15.3) 7 (9.7) 29 (40.3) 
Arrange for financing for special education 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % % Usually 7. Always % 
Female 6 (8.6) 4 (5.7) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.9) 2 (2.9) 
Male 14 (20.0) 7 (10.0) 13 (18.6) 8 (11.4) 13 (18.6) 
Arrange for lEP meetings 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % t^ es  ^Usually 7. Always 7. 
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 6 (8.5) 7 (9.9) 
Male 4 (5.6) 1 (1.4) 16 (22.5) 17 (23.9) 18 (25.4) 
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Table C (Continued) 
Arrange for parent involvement in special education 
meetings about lEPs 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely 7. ttoes  ^Usually % Always % 
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 7 (9.7) 4 (5.6) 
Male 3 (4.2) 1 (1.4) 13 (18.1) 23 (31.9) 17 (23.6) 
Arrange for utilization of resources beyond the school 
for special education 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % ttoes  ^Usually 7. Always % 
Female 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 7 (9.9) 3 (4.2) 
Male 3 (4.2) 7 (9.9) 12 (16.9) 18 (25.4) 16 (22.5) 
Involve other appropriate professionals (audiologists, 
psychologists, etc.) in special education staffing* 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7» Rarely 7. ttoes  ^Usually % Always % 
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 10 (14.1) 
Male 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 5 (7.0) 21 (29.6) 28 (39.4) 
Serve as chairperson of lEP team 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % % Usually 7. Always 7. 
Female 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 5 (7.0) 
Male 3 (4.2) 4 (5.6) 16 (22.5) 15 (21.1) 19 (26.8) 
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Table C (Continued) 
Coordinate and convene comnittees within the lEP team 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % ttoes  ^Usually % Always % 
Female 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.1) 2 (2.8) 
Male 3 (4.2) 6 (8.3) 12 (16.7) 21 (29.2) 15 (20.8) 
Arrange for parent involvement 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely 7. ttoes  ^Usually 7. Always % 
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 7 (9.7) 5 (6.9) 
Male 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 8 (11.1) 26 (36.1) 19 (26.4) 
Arrange for an interpreter, if needed 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7o Rarely % ttoes  ^Usually % Always % 
Female 4 (6.2) 1 (1.5) 1 (3.1) 5 (7.7) 2 (3.1) 
Male 19 1 (29.2) 5 (7.7) 3 (4.6) 33 (16.9) 13 (20.0) 
Arrange for student involvement, if needed 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely 7. t^oes  ^ Usually % Always 7. 
Female 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.9) 5 (6.9) 4 (5.6) 
Male 2 (2.8) 5 (6.9) 21 (29.2) 17 (23.6) 12 i (16.7) 
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Table C (Continued) 
Arrange for data collection and storage for 
special education student files 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % ttoes  ^Usually % Always % 
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 4 (5.6) 8 (11.1) 
Male 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 9 (12.5) 19 (26.4) 26 (36.1) 
Arrange place of lEP meeting 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7. Rarely % ttoes '* % Always 7. 
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 7 (9.7) 7 (9.7) 
Male 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 10 (13.9) 18 (25.0) 26 (36.1) 
Publicize and Insure due process procedures 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7o Rarely 7. t^ es  ^Usually 7. Always % 
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 4 (5.6) 8 (11.1) 
Male 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 7 (9.7) 18 (25.0) 27 (37.5) 
Provide for implementation of lEP 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7. Rarely 7. ttoes  ^Usually % Always 7. 
Fema le 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 6 (8.5) 8 (11.3) 
Male 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 9 (12.7) 21 (29.6) 23 (32.4) 
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Table C (Continued) 
Provide Input Into lEP meetings on the capabilities 
of the school system 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely 7. t^ es  ^Usually % Always % 
Female 
Male 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 
0 (0.0) 7 (9.9) 7 
7 (9.9) 19 (26.8) 29 
(9.9) 
(40.8) 
Specify personnel to be involved in lEP implementation 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % t^ es  ^Usually % Always % 
Female 
Male 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 
1 (1.4) 10 (13.9) 4 
11 (15.3) 19 (?6.4) 23 
(5.6) 
(31.9) 
Provide decision-making style and rules of order 
for lEP meetings 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % ttoes  ^Usually 7. Always % 
Female 
Male 
1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 
3 (4.2) 6 (8.3) 5 
17 (23.6) 18 (25.0) 17 
(6.9) 
(23.6) 
Delineate placement issues 
addressed to the placement 
and questions to be 
committee 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % t^ es  ^Usually % Always 7. 
Female 
Male 
2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 
4 (5.6) 3 (4.2) 
1 (1.4) 8 (11.3) 4 
16 (22.5) 21 (29.6) 12 
(5.6) 
(16.9) 
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Table C (Continued) 
Evaluate the effectiveness of the lEP process 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely 7. ttoes  ^Usually % Always % 
Female 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 8 (11.1) 3 (4.2) 
Male 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 20 (27.8) 20 (27.8) 13 (18.1) 
Devise and fill out IE? related forms 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7. Rarely 7. ttoes  ^Usually % Always % 
Female 3 (4.2) 3 (4.2) 3 (4.2) 3 (4.2) 3 (4.2) 
Male 11 (15.3) 8 (11.1) 14 (19.4) 12 (16.7) 12 (16.7) 
Oversee the record-keeping required by lEPs 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7. Rarely 7. times  ^Usually % Always 7. 
Female 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 2 (4.2) 6 (8.5) 
Male 4 (5.6) 2 (2.8) 9 (12.7) 21 (29.6) 20 (28.2) 
Provide for the appropriate development of lEPs 
according to P.L. 94-142 requirements 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely 7. times  ^Usually % Always 7. 
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 5 (7.0) 8 (11.3) 
Male 3 (4.2) 0 (0.0) 5 (7.0) 24 (33.8) 24 (33.8) 
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Table C (Continued) 
Responsible for seeing that each child Is educated 
In as equitable a fashion as Is possible 
Sex of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % ttoes  ^Usually % Always % 
Female 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 12 (16.7) 
Male 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 16 (22.2) 38 (52.8) 
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Table D. The frequencies and percentages for the educational level of 
the elementary principal and the elementary principals' per­
ceptions when considering the following lEP-type activities: 
Provide building space for special education 
Educational 
level of 
elementary 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely 7, Some­
times 7. Usually 7. Always 7. 
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 15 (20.8) 
Master's 
plus 30 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 7 (9.7) 11 (15.3) 24 (33.3) 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Provide for staff for special education 
Educational 
level of 
elementary 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7» Rarely % Some-
Times 7o Usually % Always 7. 
Master's degree 4 (5.6) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 12 (16.7) 
Master's 
plus 30 3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 11 (15.3) 4 (5.6) 24 (33.3) 
Specialist 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Arrange for financing for special education 
Educational 
level of 
elementary 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7. Rarely Some­
times 7. Usually 7, Always 7. 
Master's degre e 6 (8.6) 3 (4.3) 6 (8.6) 2 (2.9) 4 (5.7) 
Master's 
plus 30 11 (15.7) 7 (10.0) 7 (10.0) 7 (10.0) 10 (14.3) 
Specialist 3 (4.3) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
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Table D (Continued) 
Arrange for lEP meetings 
Educational 
level of 
elementary 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­
times % Usually 7. Always 7. 
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 1 
Master's 
plus 30 2 (2.8) 0 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 
(1.4) 
(0 .0)  
(0 .0)  
(0.0) 
11 
1 
1 
(7.0) 
(15.6) 
(1.4) 
(1.4) 
16 
1 
0 
(8.5) 
(22.5) 
(1.4) 
(0.0) 
6 (8.5) 
15 (21.1) 
4 (5.6) 
0 (0.0)  
Arrange for parent involvement in special education 
meetings about lEPs 
Educational _ ^ _ . . , 
level of Responses of elementary principals 
elementary Never % Rarely % Some ^ Usually % Always % 
principal 
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 6 (8.3) 8 (11.1) 
Master's 
plus 30 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 11 (15.2) 21 (29.2) 11 (15.3) 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Arrange for utilization of resources beyond the 
school for special education 
level''of"^^ B^'sponses of elementary principals 
elementary Never % Rarely % t^es ^ Usually % Always 7. 
principal 
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 10 (14.1) 4 (5.6) 
Master's 
plus 30 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 12 (16.9) 14 (19.7) 13 (18.3) 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
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Table D (Continued) 
Involve other appropriate professionals (audlologlsts, 
psychologist, etc.) In special education staffIngs 
Educational _ _ , , 
level of Responses of elementary principals 
elementary Never % Rarely % ttoes ^ Usually 7. Always % 
(1.4) 11 (15.5) 8 (11.3) 
(7.0) 12 (16.9) 25 (35.2) 
(1.4) 0 (0.0) 5 (7.0) 
(0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Master's degree 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 
Master's 
plus 30 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 5 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 
Serve as chairperson of lEP team 
Educational _ ^ , 
level of Responses of elementary principals 
elementary Never % Rarely % ttoes ^ Usually % Always 7. 
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 3 
Master's 
plus 30 2 (2.8) 3 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 1 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 
(4.2) 5 (7.0) 7 (9.9) 4 (5.6) 
(4.2) 11 (15.5) 11 (15.5) 16 (22.5) 
(1.4) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 
(0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Coordinate and convene committees within the lEP team 
level'of^ RcsPonsGS of elementary principals 
elementary Never % Rarely % ttoes ^ Usually 7. Always % 
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 4 (5.6) 4 (5.6) 9 (12.5) 2 (2.8) 
Master's 
plus 30 2 (2.8) 5 (6.9) 8 (11.1) 17 (23.6) 12 (16.7) 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) I (1.4) 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
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Table D (Continued) 
Arrange for parent involvement 
Educational 
level of 
elementary 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­
times % Usually % Always 7. 
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 11 (15.3) 4 
Master's 
plus 30 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 6 (8.3) 20 (27.8) 17 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 3 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 
(5.6) 
(23.6) 
(4.2) 
(0.0) 
Arrange for an Interpreter, if needed 
Educational _ ^ . 
level of Responses of elementary principals 
elementary Never % Rarely % ^toes ^ Usually % Always 7. 
Master's degree 7 (10.8) 1 (1.5) 1 (1.5) 5 (7.7) 2 (3.1) 
Master's 
plus 30 14 (21.5) 5 (7.7) 4 (6.2) 9 (13.8) 10 (15.4) 
Specialist 1 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (3.1) 3 (4.6) 
Doctorate 1 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Arrange for student Involvement, if needed 
Educational _ ^ , 
level of Responses of elementary principals 
elementary Never % Rarely % ttoes ^ Usually 7. Always % 
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 8 (11.1) 7 (9.7) 4 (5.6) 
Master's 
plus 30 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 17 (23.6) 12 (16.7) 10 (13.9) 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
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Table D (Continued) 
Arrange for data collection and storage for special 
education student files 
Educational I ~ ' ~ ' " " 
level of Responses of elementary principals 
elementary Never 7, Rarely % ttoes ^ Usually % Always % 
(9.7) 
(33.3) 
(4.2) 
(0 .0)  
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 10 (13.9) 7 
Master's 
plus 30 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.1) 11 (15.3) 24 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 
Arrange place of lEP meeting 
Educational _ ^ , 
level of Responses of elementary principals 
elementary Never % Rarely % ttoes ^ Usually % Always % 
Master's degree 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 7 (9.7) 6 (8.3) 
Master's 
plus 30 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 6 (8.3) 16 (22.2) 21 (29.2) 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Publicize and insure due process procedures 
level''of"^^ RGsPonsG* elementary principals 
elementary Never 7, Rarely % t^es ^ Usually 7. Always % 
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 5 (6.9) 11 (15.3) 
Master's 
plus 30 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 7 (9.7) 15 (20.8) 21 (29.2) 
Speclallst 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
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Table D (Continued) 
Provide for implementation of lEP 
Educational 
level of 
elementary 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely Some­
times 7. Usually 7o Always 7. 
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 
Master's 
plus 30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 5 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 
(4.2) 
(7.0) 
( 2 . 8 )  
(0.0) 
(9.9) 8 (11.3) 
18 
1 
1 
(25.4) 
(1.4) 
(1.4) 
21 (29.6) 
2  ( 2 . 8 )  
0 (0 .0)  
Provide decision-making style and rules of 
order for lEP meetings 
Educational 
level of 
elementary 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­
times 7. Usually 7. Always % 
Master's degree 1 (1 .4) 1 (1.4) 2 (2 .8) 7 (9.9) 10 (14.1) 
Master's 
plus 30 0 (0 .0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4 .2) 17 (23.9) 23 (32.4) 
Specialist 0 (0 .0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2 .8) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 
Doctorate 0 (0 .0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0 .0) 1 a.4) 0 (0.0) 
Specify personnel to be involved in lEP implementation 
Educational „ ^ , 
levol of Responses of elementary principals 
elementary Never % Rarely 'U % Usually 7. Always 
.rlnclp.1 
Master's degree 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 8 (11.1) 8 (11.1) 
Master's 
plus 30 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 6 (8.3) 20 (27.8) 16 (22.2) 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
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Table D (Continued) 
Provide decIsIon-making style and rules 
of order for IE? meetings 
Educational _ ^ _ , 
level of Responses of elementary principals 
elementary Never % Rarely % t^es ^ Usually 7. Always 7, 
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 2 
Master's 
plus 30 1 (1.4) 1 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 
(2.8) 6 (8.3) 7 (9.7) 4 (5.6) 
(1.4) 11 (15.3) 16 (22.2) 15 (20.8) 
(0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 
(0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Delineate placement issues and questions to be 
addressed to the placement comnlttee 
Educational 
level of 
elementary 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­
times % Usually 7. Always 7. 
Master's degree 4 (5.6) 2 (2.8) 5 (7.0) 8 (11.3) 2 (2.8) 
Master's 
plus 30 2 (2.9) 1 (1.4) 11 (15.5) 17 (23.9) 12 (16.9) 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Evaluate the effectiveness of the IE? process 
Educational 
level of 
elementary Never 
principal 
% 
c^coMuiie 
Rarely % Some- „ 
times Usually 7, Always 7. 
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 6 (8.3) 9 (12.5) 3 (4.2) 
Master's 
plus 30 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 15 (20.8) 17 (23.6) 10 (13.9) 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
182 
Table D (Continued) 
Devise and fill out lEP related fonus 
Educational 
level of 
elementary 
principal 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7. Rarely 7. Some­
times % Usually % Always % 
Master's degree 5 (6.9) 5 (6.9) 5 (6.9) 4 (5.6) 2 (2.8) 
Master's 
plus 30 8 (11.1) 5 (6.9) 10 (13.9) 9 (12.5) 12 (16.7) 
Specialist 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Oversee the record-keeping required by TEPs 
Educational „ _ _ , 
level of Responses of elementary principals 
elementary Never % Rarely % % Usually % Always 7. 
Master's degree 3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 9 (12.7) 5 (7.0) 
Master's 
plus 30 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 9 (12.7) 13 (18.3) 18 (25.4) 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Provide for the appropriate development of 
lEPs according to P.L. 94-142 requirements 
Responses of elementary principals level of 
elementary 
principal 
Never 7. Rarely % Some­times 7o Usually 7. Always % 
Master's degr ee 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 8 (11.3) 8 (11.3) 
Master's 
plus 30 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 19 (20.8) 20 (28.2) 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0,0) 2 (2.8) 4 (5.6) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
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Table D (Continued) 
Responsible for seeing that each child is educated 
In as equitable a fashion as Is possible 
Educational _ ^ , 
Responses of elementary principals 
levei or 
elementary Never 
principal 
% Ra rely % Some­
times 7. Usually % Always 7. 
Master's degree 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 7 (9.7) 13 (18.1) 
Master's 
plus 30 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 9 (12.5) 33 (45.8) 
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
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Table E. The frequencies and percentages for the college credits 
(semester hours) In special education earned by elementary 
principals and the elementary principals' perceptions when 
considering the following lEP-type activities: 
Provide building space for special education 
Responses of elementary principals 
College 
credits Never % Rarely % 
Some­
times % Usually % AIways % 
Less than 5 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 8 (11.1) 17 (23.6) 
5-10 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 5 (6.9) 6 (8.3) 14 (19.4) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.1) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Provide for staff for special education 
Responses of elementary principals 
College 
credits Never % Rarely % 
Some­
times % Usually 7. Always 7. 
Less than 5 3 (4.2) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 6 (8.3) 16 (22.2) 
5-10 5 (6.9) 2 (2.8) 6 (8.3) 1 (1.4) 12 (16.7) 
11-20 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.1) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Arrange for financing for special education 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % % Usually % Always 7. 
credits tunes 
Less than 5 6 (8.6) 6 (8.6) 6 (8.6) 6 (8.6) 4 (5.7) 
5-10 12 (17.1) 2 (2.9) 6 (8.6) 2 (2.9) 4 (5.7) 
11-20 1 (1.4) 3 (4.3) 2 (2.9) 1 (1.4) 5 (7.1) 
21-30 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
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Table E (Continued) 
Arrange for lEP meetings 
Responses of elementary principals 
College 
credits Never % Rarely 7. 
Some- _ 
times Usually % Always % 
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.3) 9 (12.7) 9 (12.7) 
5-10 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 10 (14.1) 5 (7.0) 9 (12.7) 
11-20 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 8 (11.3) 4 (5.6) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Arrange for parent : 
tion meetings about 
involvement in special educa-
lEPs 
Responses of elementary principals 
College 
credits Never 7. 1 Rarely 7. ttoes '* Usually % Always 7. 
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 8 (11.1) 12 (16.7) 8 (11.1) 
5-10 2 (2.9) 1 (1.4) 7 (9.7) 12 (16.7) 4 (5.6) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 5 (6.9) 6 (8.3) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Arrange for utilization of resources beyond 
school for special education 
the 
Responses of elementary principals 
College 
credits Never % Rarely % Some- ^ Usually % Always times % 
Less than 5 3 (4.2) 4 (5.6) 5 (7.0) 11 (15.5) 6 (8.5) 
5-10 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 8 (11.3) 9 (12.7) 6 (8.5) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 5 (7.0) 3 (4.2) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
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Table E (Continued) 
Involve other appropriate professionals (audlologlsts, 
psychologists, etc.) In special education stafflngs 
Responses of elementary principals 
credits Never % Rarely % % Usually % Always % 
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 10 (14.1) 16 (22.5) 
5-10 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 9 (12.7) 12 (16.9) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 5 (7.0) 7 (9.9) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Serve as chairperson of lEP team 
Responses of elementary principals 
credits Never % Rarely % 7. Usually % Always % 
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 7 (9.9) 6 (8.5) 12 (16.9) 
5-10 3 (4.2) 3 (4.2) 7 (9.9) 7 (9.9) 6 (8.5) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 5 (7.0) 4 (5.6) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (O.U) 2 (2.8) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Coordinate and convene comnlttees within the lEP team 
Responses of elementary principals 
College 
credits Never % Rarely % 
Some­
times % Usually 7. Always 7. 
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 6 (8.3) 12 (16.7) 7 (9.7) 
5-10 3 (4.2) 3 (4.2) 4 (5.6) 12 (16.7) 4 (5.6) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 4 (5.6) 4 (5.6) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
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Table E (Continued) 
Arrange for parent involvement 
Responses of elementary principals 
College 
credits Never 7. 1 Rarely 7. 
Some­
times 7. Usually 7. Always % 
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.9) 15 (20.8) 8 (11.1) 
5-10 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 4 (5.6) 13 (18.1) 6 (8.3) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 4 (5.6) 7 (9.7) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 
31 or more 0 (0,0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Arrange for an Interpreter, if needed 
Responses of elementary principals 
credits Never 7. Rarely % % Usually % Always 7. 
Less than 5 9 (13.8) 4 (6.2) 2 (3.1) 5 (7.7) 5 (7.7) 
5-10 8 (12.3) 1 (1.5) 2 (3.1) 10 (15.4) 3 (4.6) 
11-20 5 (7.7) 1 (1.5) 1 (1.5) 1 (1.5) 4 (6.2) 
21-30 1 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (3.1) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.5) 
Arrange for student involvement, if needed 
Responses of elementary principals 
credits Never % Rarely 7. 7, Usually 7. Always 7. 
Less than 5 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 14 (19.4) 4 (5.6) 7 (9.7) 
5-10 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 9 (12.5) 12 (16.7) 3 (4.2) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 4 (5.6) 4 (5.6) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
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Table E (Continued) 
Arrange for data collection and storage for 
special education student files 
Responses of elementary principals 
credits Never % Rarely 7. % Usually % Always % 
Less than 5 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.9) 11 (15.3) 11 (15.3) 
5-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 6 (8.3) 8 (11.1) 12 (16.7) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 7 (9.7) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Arrange place of lEP meeting 
Responses of elementary principals 
College 
credits Never % Rarely % 
Some­
times % Usually 7. Always % 
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.9) 12 (16.7) 11 (15.3) 
5-10 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 4 (5.6) 8 (11.1) 12 (16.7) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 4 (5.6) 7 (9.7) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Publicize and insure due process procedures 
Responses of elementary principals 
credits Never % Rarely % % Usually % Always % 
Less than 5 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 11 (15.3) 13 (18.1) 
5-10 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 5 (6.9) 9 (12.5) 11 (15.3) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 8 (11.1) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
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Table E (Continued) 
Provide for Implementation of lEP 
Responses of elementary principals 
credits Never % Rarely % 7. Usually % Always % 
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 11 (15.5) 13 (18.3) 
5-10 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 6 (8.5) 10 (14.1) 8 (11.3) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 6 (8.5) 6 (8.5) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Provide input into lEP meetings on the 
capabilities of the school system 
Responses of elementary principals 
College 
credits Never % Rarely % 
Some­
times % Usually 7. Always 7. 
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 13 (18.3) 13 (18.3) 
5-10 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 11 ( >.5) 11 (15.5) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 8 (11.3) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Specify personnel to be involved in lEP implementation 
Responses of elementary principals 
credUs Never % Rarely % % Usually % Always % 
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 12 (16.7) 12 (16.7) 
5-10 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 7 (9.7) 13 (18.1) 5 (6.9) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 7 (9.7) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
190 
Table E (Continued) 
Provide decision-making style and rules of 
order for IE? meetings 
Responses of elementary principals 
College Never 7. Rarely 7. Some- % Usually 7. Always % 
credits times 
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 10 (13.9) 9 (12.5) 8 (11.1) 
5-10 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 9 (12.5) 9 (12.5) 5 (6.9) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 6 (8.3) 6 (8.3) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Delineate placement issues and questions to be 
addressed to the placement committee 
Responses of elementary principals 
College 
credits Never 7. Rarely 7. 
Some­
times 7. Usually 7. Always % 
Less than 5 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 7 (9.9) 11 (15.5) 6 (8.5) 
5-10 3 (4.2) 0 (0.0) 7 (9.9) 12 (16.9) 4 (5.6) 
11-20 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 4 (5.6) 4 (5.6) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Evaluate the effectiveness of the IE? process 
Responses of elementary principals 
College 
credits Never % Rarely % 
Some­
times % Usually % , Always % 
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 11 (15.3) 10 (13.9) 7 (9.7) 
5-10 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 7 (9.7) 13 (18.1) 3 (4.2) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 5 (6.9) 4 (5.6) 3 (4.2) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
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Table E (Continued) 
Devise and £111 out lEP related forms 
Responses of elementary principals 
credits Never 7. Rarely 7. 7. Usually 7. Always 7. 
Less than 5 6 (8.3) 4 (5.6) 9 (12.5) 5 (6.9) 5 (6.9) 
5-10 5 (6.9) 3 (4.2) 6 (8.3) 7 (9.7) 5 (6.9) 
11-20 2 (2.8) 4 (5.6) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 4 (5.6) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
31 or more 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Oversee the record-keeping required by lEPs 
Responses of elementary principals 
credltl Never 7. Rarely 7. % Usually ^ Always 7. 
Less than 5 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 12 (16.9) 11 (15.5) 
5-10 3 (4.2) 0 (0.0) 8 (11.3) 8 (11.3) 7 (9.9) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 5 (7.0) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Provide for the appropriate development of lEPs 
according to P.L. 94-142 requirements 
Responses of elementary principals 
credits Never 7, Rarely % ^ Usually 7. Always 7. 
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 10 (14.1) 13 (18.3) 
5-10 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 14 (19.7) 9 (12.7) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 5 (7.0) 7 (9.9) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
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Table E (Continued) 
Responsible for seeing that each child is educated 
in as equitable a fashion as is possible 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % S^e ^ usually % Always % 
credits times 
Less than 5 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 7 (9.7) 19 (26.4) 
5-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 7 (9.7) 18 (25.0) 
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 9 (12.5) 
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
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Table F. The frequencies and percentages for workshop and/or inservice 
experiences In special education In which elementary prin­
cipals have participated and the elementary principals' per­
ceptions when considering the following IEP-type activities: 
Provide building space for special education 
Workshop/ 
Inservlce 
experience 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % IZll 7. . Always 7. 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Some 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 10 (13.9) 11 (15.3) 25 (34.7) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 19 (25.0) 
Provide for staff for special education 
Workshop/ 
Inservlce 
experience 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7. Rarely t^es ^ Usually 7, Always 7. 
None 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Some 7 (9.7) 3 (4.2) 11 (15.3) 5 (6.9) 24 (33.3) 
Numerous 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 16 (22.2) 
Arrange for financing for special education 
Workshop/ 
inservlce 
experience 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never 7o Rarely % ttoes ^ Usually % Always 7, 
None 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0,0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Some 16 (22.9) 8 (11.4) 12 (17.1) 7 (10.0) 5 (7.1) 
Numerous 3 (4.3) 3 (4.3) 2 (2.9) 3 (4.3) 10 (14.3) 
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Table F (Continued) 
Arrange for lEP meetings 
Workshop/ 
Inservice 
experience 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­
times % Usually % Always % 
None 
Some 
Numerous 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
4 (5.6) 1 (1.4) 14 (19.7) 16 (22.5) 14 (19.7) 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 7 (9.9) 11 (15.5) 
Arrange for parent involvement in special 
education meetings about lEPs 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
expe^Ien« 7. Rarely % «^e- usually 7. Always 7. 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Some 3 (4.2) 1 (1.4) 15 (20.8) 22 (30.6) 9 (12.5) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.1) 12 (16.7) 
Arrange for utilization of resources beyond 
the school for special education 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
iTpllTeTce Never 7. Rarely % % Usually 7. Always % 
None 
Some 
Numerous 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
3 (4.2) 7 (9.9) 11 (15.5) 21 (29.6) 8 (11.3) 
0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 4 (5.6) 11 (15.5) 
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Table F (Continued) 
Involve other appropriate professionals (audlologlsts, 
psychologists, etc.) In special education stafflngs 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
Inservice 
experience Never % Rarely % t^es ^ Usually % Always % 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Some 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 18 (25.4) 25 (35.2) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 6 (8.5) 13 (18.3) 
Serve as chairperson of lEP team 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
expe^îen« IZl's ''' % Always % 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Some 4 (5.6) 5 (7.0) 14 (19.7) 13 (18.3) 13 (18.3) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 5 (7.0) 11 (15.5) 
Coordinate and convene committees within the lEP team 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
Inservice 
experience Never % Rarely % iZl 's Always % 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Some 4 (5.6) 5 (6.9) 11 (15.3) 22 (30.6) 8 (11.1) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 2 (2.8) 6 (8.3) 9 (12.5) 
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Table F (Continued) 
Arrange for parent Involvement 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
tlllllTce Mever % % Usually 7. Always 7. 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Some 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 8 (11.1) 26 (36.1) 12 (16.7) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 6 (8.3) 12 (16.7) 
Arrange for an Interpreter, if needed 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
llllViÏTce "ever 7. Rarely 7. ^ Usually % Always 7. 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 
Some 15 (23.1) 5 (7.7) 5 (7.7) 14 (21.5) 8 (12.3) 
Numerous 8 (12.3) 1 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.5) 7 (10.8) 
Arrange for student involvement, if needed 
Responses of elementary principals 
inservice 
experience Never % Rarely % t^es ^ Usually 7. Always 7. 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Some 3 (4.2) 3 (4.2) 19 (26.4) 18 (25.0) 7 (9.7) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 6 (8.3) 4 (5.6) 9 (12.5) 
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Table F (Continued) 
Arrange for data collection and storage for special 
education student files 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
experîenL »*ver 7. Rarely % % Usually % Always % 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Some 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 9 (12.5) 17 (23.6) 21 (29.2) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 6 (8.3) 13 (18.1) 
Arrange place of lEP meetings 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
exîeïïenL % IZl's ^ % 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Some 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 10 (13.9) 20 (27.8) 17 (23.6) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 16 (22.2) 
Publicize and Insure due process procedures 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
IZlrTenle «eyer % Rarely % % Usually 7. Always % 
None 
Some 
Numerous 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 8 (11.1) 20 (27.8) 17 (23.6) 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 18 (25.0) 
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Table F (Continued) 
Provide for implementation of lEP 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
IZl % % 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Some 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.3) 21 (29.6) 18 (25.4) 
Numerous 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 6 (8.5) 13 (18.3) 
Provide input into lEP meetings on the 
capabilities of the school system 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
expe^ïenL % Always % 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Some 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 5 (7.0) 21 (29.6) 21 (29.6) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 4 (5.6) 15 (21.1) 
Specify personnel to be Involved in lEP Implementation 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
"ever % Rarely % ^ome- ^ Usually % Always 7. 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Some 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 9 (12,5) 26 (36.1) 11 (15.3) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 16 (22.2) 
199 
Table F (Continued) 
Provide decision-making style and rules of 
order for lEP meetings 
Workshop/ 
Inservice 
experience 
Responses of elementary principals 
Never % Rarely % Some­
times % Usually % Always % 
None 
Some 
Numerous 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 17 (23.6) 19 (26.4) 9 (12.5) 
0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 5 (6.9) 13 (18.1) 
Delineate placement issues and questions to 
be addressed to the placement ccmnittee 
Responses of elementary principals 
inservlce 
experience Never 7. Rarely 7, t^es ^ Usually 7. Always % 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Some 3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 13 (18.3) 21 (29.6) 10 (14.1) 
Numerous 3 (4.2) 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 7 (9.9) 6 (8.5) 
Evaluate the effectiveness of the lEP process 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
exJerîenL % IZll % % Always % 
None 
Some 
Numerous 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 17 (23.6) 22 (30.6) 8 (11.1) 
1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 6 (8.3) 5 (6.9) 8 (11.1) 
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Table F (Continued) 
Devise and fill out lEP related forms 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
Xllulle Wever 7. Rarely % % Usually % Always % 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Some 13 (18.1) 5 (6.9) 9 (12.5) 15 (20.8) 8 (11.1) 
Numerous 1 (1.4) 6 (8.3) 7 (9.7) 0 (0.0) 7 (9.7) 
Oversee the record-keeping required by lEPs 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
eTpllTence 7. Rarely 7. 7. Usually 7. Always % 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Some 5 (7.0) 0 (0.0) 8 (11.3) 20 (28.2) 16 (22.5) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 4 (5.6) 4 (5.6) 10 (14.1) 
Provide for the appropriate development of lEPs 
according to P.L. 94-142 requirements 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
inseryice Never 7. Rarely % SOTe ^ Usually 7, Always 7. 
experience ' times 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 
Some 3 (4.2) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 23 (32.4) 20 (28.2) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 5 (7.0) 12 (16.9) 
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Table F (Continued) 
Responsible for seeing that each child is educated 
in as equitable a fashion as is possible 
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals 
inseryice ^ever % Rarely % f""®" % Usually % Always % 
experience ^ times •' ^ 
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 
Some 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 15 (20.8) 31 (43.1) 
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 18 (25.0) 
